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ABSTRACT
RELATIONSHIPS AMONG PRINCIPAL LEADERSHIP BEHAVIORS, TEACHERS’
MOTIVATION, AND TEACHER JOB SATISFACTION
Thomas C. Lind, Ed.D.
Department of Leadership, Educational Psychology, and Foundations
Northern Illinois University, 2017
Kelly Summers, Co-Director
Stephen Tonks, Co-Director

Certain transformational and transactional leadership behaviors exhibited by principals
are effective in creating a work environment that supports teacher autonomy and higher levels
of teacher job satisfaction. In an age of school reform and increased pressures on teachers to
improve student performance, few studies have examined the relationships between principal
leadership behaviors, teacher motivation, and teacher job satisfaction. The current study used
data gathered from principals to examine the relationships between a principal’s
transformational and transactional leadership practices and a teacher’s autonomous and
controlled motivations. In addition, the relationship between a principal’s leadership practices
and a teacher’s level of job satisfaction was examined. Additional analyses were conducted to
examine the potential moderating effect of teacher motivation on the relationship between
principal leadership style and teacher job satisfaction. Implications for principal training
programs, professional development, and future directions for research are discussed.

NORTHERN ILLINOIS UNIVERSITY
DEKALB, ILLINOIS

MAY 2017

RELATIONSHIPS AMONG PRINCIPAL LEADERSHIP BEHAVIORS, TEACHERS’

MOTIVATION, AND TEACHER JOB SATISFACTION

BY
THOMAS C. LIND
© 2017 Thomas C. Lind

A DISSERTATION SUBMITTED TO THE GRADUATE SCHOOL
IN PARTIAL FULFILLMENT OF THE REQUIREMENTS
FOR THE DEGREE
DOCTOR OF EDUCATION

DEPARTMENT OF LEADERSHIP, EDUCATIONAL PSYCHOLOGY,
AND FOUNDATIONS

Doctoral Co-Directors:
Kelly H. Summers
Stephen Tonks

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

This research would not have been possible without the support of a whole team of
people. First, to my dissertation co-chairs, Kelly Summers and Stephen Tonks, thank you for
your guidance, support, and confidence in me through this amazing journey. I am very grateful
for your generosity and time you both took to mentor and guide me. Next, great thanks to my
father, Charles A. Lind, who continually encouraged and supported me in every way through
this entire process. To my children, Nissa and Christian, thank you for your patience and
understanding during the times I had to write and could not play. Finally, to Heather, my wife
and best friend, thank you for the sacrifices you made to ensure I could complete this process.
Thank you for taking such good care of me and our children, often as I ran out the door to
another class or to write the next chapter. Your unwavering support has sustained me through
the entire dissertation process and makes the celebration even better because I share it with you.

DEDICATION

For my wife, Heather, and my children, Nissa and Christian; you are my best friends

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Page
LIST OF TABLES…………………………………………………………………..….…… vii
LIST OF FIGURES………………………………………...………………………..….……

ix

LIST OF APPENDICES………………...…………………………………………..….……

x

Chapter
1. OVERVIEW OF THE STUDY…………………………….……..…………..…………..

1

Introduction……………………………………………….….……………….…........

1

Theoretical Framework……………………………………….…….….…………….

4

Problem Statement…………………………......………..….….…………...………... 10
Purpose.………………………………………….……..….……………...…………. 10
Significance of the Study……………………………………………………….…….. 11
Delimitations…………………………………………….……….…….………...…... 12
2. REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE.……………………………….….……….…… 13
Introduction….............................................................................................................. 13
The Evolution of Transformational Leadership…….…………….……………...….. 13
Perceived Leadership Style and Teacher Satisfaction................................................. 29
Self-Determination Theory and Motivation…….…………….………………….….. 30
Psychological Needs in SDT………..………………………….………….….……... 32

v
Chapter

Page

Forms of Extrinsic Motivation in SDT……………………………………….…….... 35
Transformational Leadership and Its Effect on Teachers’ Motivational Processes…. 39
Motivational Theory…................................................................................................. 41
The Mediating Effect of Autonomous Versus Controlled Motivation….…….….….. 44
Summary…………………………….………………………….………….….……... 46
Research Questions…………..…………………………………………....……….... 47
3. METHODS………………………………………………………………………..……… 54
Introduction……………………………..…………………………………….……... 54
Participants…………………………………………………………...…………….... 54
Research Design...…………………………………..……………...………………... 55
Measures…………………………………..…….…………….………………….….. 55
Demographic Information…........................................................................................ 64
Study Procedure……………………………………………………...….…….….….. 64
Data Analyses…………………………….…………………….………….….……... 66
Research Questions…………..…………………………………………....……….... 67
4. RESULTS…………………………………………………………………..…………….. 69
Preliminary Analyses………………………………..……………………...………... 69
Research Question 1………………………………………………..…...………….... 76
Research Question 2………………………………………………...…………..…… 81
Research Question 3……………………………....………………….……………… 82
Additional Findings.…………………………………………………...…………….. 85

vi
Chapter

Page

5. DISCUSSION…………..………………………………………….……………….…….. 88
Introduction….…………………………..……………………….……………..…… 88
Study Findings……………………………………………………………..………...

89

Principal Leadership Behaviors and Teacher Motivation…………………………...

90

Principal Leadership Behaviors and Teacher Job Satisfaction……………………… 92
Mediation Analyses….…………………………..…...……..…………………..…… 95
Limitations and Future Directions…………………………………………………...

97

Implications……………………………………………………………..…………...

99

Conclusions……..…………………………………………………………...……… 100
REFERENCES…………………………………………………………………..…….……. 102
APPENDICES…………………………………………………………………...…….……. 109

LIST OF TABLES

Table

Page

1. Original Six Leadership Factors of the FRL Model………………………...…………… 57
2. Leadership Factors of Bass’s Current Version of the FRL Model………...………..…… 58
3. Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire Form 5X……...……………………………….… 59
4. The Multidimensional Work Motivational Scale…………………………………...…… 62
5. The Nine Factors Measured by the JSS......................................................................…… 63
6. The Job Satisfaction Survey………………………………………………………….….. 65
7. Demographic Descriptives for the Total Sample…...………………………….………... 71
8. Mean Scores for the MLQ Form 5X…...……………………………………………...… 72
9. Mean Scores for the MWMS………………………………………………………..…… 73
10. Mean Scores for the JSS……………………………….............................................…… 74
11. Instrument Reliability Comparison……...……………………………….……………… 75
12. Pearson Correlations Among Individual Transformational Leadership Behaviors (MLQ
Form 5X) and Individual Autonomous Motivation (MWMS) Variables………..……… 78
13. Pearson Correlations Among All Subgroup Study Variables from the MLQ Form 5X,
MWMS, and JSS…………………………..……………….…………….……………… 79
14. Pearson Correlations Between All Individual Transactional Leadership Behaviors (MLQ
Form 5X) and Individual Controlled Motivation (MWMS) Variables………..………… 80
15. Pearson Correlations of All Individual Transactional Leadership Behaviors (MLQ Form
5X) and Total Controlled Motivation (MWMS) Variables……………………….…...… 81

viii
Table

Page

16. Pearson Correlations of All Individual Transactional Leadership Behaviors (MLQ Form
5X) and Total Job Satisfaction (JSS) Variables……………………………...…..……… 83

LIST OF FIGURES

Figure

Page

1. Self-Determination Continuum……………….………………………...…………… 36
2. Mediation Model for Autonomous Motivation……………………………………… 84
3. Mediation Model for Controlled Motivation………………………………...…….… 86

LIST OF APPENDICES

Appendix

Page

A. LEADERSHIP, MOTIVATION, AND JOB SATISFACTION SURVEY…….………. 110
B. INTRODUCTORY LETTER TO SUPERINTENDENTS REGARDING DISTRICT
PARTICIPATION……………………………………………………………….……… 125

CHAPTER 1

OVERVIEW OF THE STUDY

Introduction

Over the last 25 years, U.S. public schools have undergone a significant number of
reforms with the goal of making teachers and administrators more accountable for student
performance. These educational reforms and the increased accountability brought by them have
caused many principals to look towards a new leadership model that will assist them in raising
student achievement and better motivating teachers (Hallinger, 2003; Leithwood & Jantzi,
2000), as the quality of leadership in U.S. public schools has been shown to be one factor in a
school’s success (Jones & Rudd, 2008).
During the 1970s, ’80s, and early ’90s, school principals predominantly followed an
instructional leadership model (Leithwood & Poplin, 1992). The instructional leadership model
dictates that principals focus on teachers, which in turn allows teachers to focus on helping the
students. Under the instructional leadership model, it is important for the principal to develop
behaviors within the teaching staff that would have direct effects on student performance
(Stewart, 2006). Hallinger (2003) conceptualized the purpose of instructional leadership in
three dimensions: development of the school’s mission, oversight of the school’s curriculum,
and promotion of a positive school climate. The ability of the instructional leadership model to
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meet these three dimensions increased its popularity, and it quickly became the model of choice
taught in most principal leadership academies (Hallinger, 2003).
However, in the mid-1990s, school restructuring initiatives began to take place in order
to design schools that would better prepare students for the challenges of the 21st century
(Leithwood & Poplin, 1992). At the time, these school restructuring initiatives required
principals to find ways to increase collaboration and to share decision making with teachers
(Leithwood, 1994). The instructional leadership model is highly prescriptive and is centered on
a top-down management approach (Dimmock, 1995), which makes it less conducive to
collaboration. In this top-down approach, the principal creates and designs educational
programs teachers then have to execute with little to no input to them (Hallinger, 2003).
Leithwood’s (1994) research shows that the top-down management style of the
instructional leadership model is only useful for creating first-order change. First-order change
in schools focuses on the creation of curricula and technical instructional activities that rely on
the principal to oversee implementation (Leithwood & Poplin, 1992). Instead, Dimmock (1995)
suggested that a principal leadership model that encourages a bottom-up process was needed. In
a bottom-up process, teaching staff work alongside the principal, starting with defining student
outcomes and then working backwards through student learning styles, pedagogical styles,
organizational structure, leadership, and school culture. Dimmock suggested that by first
understanding where we want our students to be when they complete a unit, class, or grade, we
could work backwards to design an appropriate plan to get them there. In this process, teachers
and administrators work collaboratively to align their ideas within one plan with both groups
having equal ownership in the plan’s success or failure.
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In order to successfully implement a bottom-up process with shared decision making
between teachers and administrator, Dimmock (1995) suggested the need for a leadership
model focused on creating second-order change. Second-order change involves developing a
shared vision, creating a workplace capable of innovation, and sharing leadership throughout
the school (Avolio, 2010; Bass & Stogdill, 1990; Hallinger, 2003).
Due to the need for a paradigm shift to the principal leadership model, researchers
began to focus on transformational or inspirational leadership behaviors (Bass, 1985; Bass &
Avolio, 1994; Bono & Judge, 2003). Burns (1978), Bass and Avolio (1994), and Leithwood
(1994) continued to research transformational and inspirational leadership behaviors to create a
new leadership theory known as transformational leadership theory (TLT). According to TLT,
principals who utilize the transformational leadership model are able to transform the needs and
personal values of teachers from self-interest to group interest (Bass & Stogdill, 1990). Bass
(1991) reported that transformational leadership behaviors have also been shown to increase
commitment to a leader’s vision. In addition, followers are more willing to make personal
sacrifices to see that vision succeed (Avolio, 2010).
Leithwood, Jantzi, and Steinbach (1999) conducted a meta-analysis of studies that
researched transformational leadership behaviors and found that teachers who perceived their
principals as transformational leaders also reported positive perceptions of principal
effectiveness. Leithwood et al. reported higher levels of teacher satisfaction with principals
who engaged in transformational leadership behaviors than principals who did not engage in
those behaviors. The authors also reported a positive association between principals who were
engaged in transformational leadership behaviors and teacher motivation. Through further
research, Bono and Judge (2003) reported that teachers who identified their principals as
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transformational leaders also showed higher levels of self-reported motivation and job
satisfaction. Eyal and Roth (2011) also found a positive association between principals engaged
in transformational leadership behaviors and low teacher burnout. Their study found that the
type of motivation a teacher experienced played a mediating role between perceived principal
leadership style and teacher burnout. Current research into transformational leadership
practices (Avolio, 2010) offers principals a leadership model that can help increase teacher
motivation and job satisfaction.
The demand for school accountability has created a need for school principals to engage
in leadership behaviors that encourage motivated and satisfied teachers (Leithwood, 1994).
The principal leadership behaviors’ relationship to teacher motivation and job satisfaction is the
focus of this research.

Theoretical Framework

TLT (Bass, 1985; Bass & Avolio, 1997) and self-determination theory (SDT; Deci &
Ryan, 1985, 2000) form the theoretical foundations of this study. Broadly, TLT posits that
leadership behavior is of two types: transformational and transactional (Bass, 1985; Burns,
1978). Transformational leadership behaviors are designed to transcend the self-interest of both
the leader and their followers. Instead of leaders pursuing their own goals at the expense of
their followers, both the leaders and the followers are willing to engage in a process that raises
each other to a higher level of morality and motivation (Burns, 1978). Bass and Steidlmeier
(1999) described this moral leadership as a leader’s desire to satisfy the needs of his or her
followers by providing purpose and meaning about the work being done. Bass (1985) reported
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transformational leaders provide purpose and meaning regarding work through the
transformational leadership behaviors of creating a shared vision, productive work cultures, and
the distribution of leadership throughout the organization.
Burns (1978), Bass (1985), and Leithwood (1994) believed in the limited importance of
transactional leadership behaviors in the development of TLT. Transactional leadership
behaviors can be described as managerial in purpose and are important and fundamental to the
organizational stability of a school (Leithwood, 1994, Leithwood et al., 1999). Transactional
leadership is based on rewards for compliance, and transactional leaders often rely on control
of their followers to achieve their goals (Eyal & Roth, 2011). This exchange process between
the leader and the followers has been shown to increase compliance with organizational
expectations and loyalty to the leader. Transactional leaders realize that followers have needs
and wants, and they clarify how those needs and wants will be met if they achieve the desired
goals (Avolio, 2010).
Under TLT, a successful, well-rounded leader uses transformational leadership
behaviors in tandem with limited use of transactional leadership behaviors (Bass, 1985; Bass &
Avolio, 1994, 1997). Leithwood and Mascall (2008) saw the role of the principal under TLT as
a person who does not control or manage others; instead, he or she share leadership with the
teaching staff. However, Leithwood and Poplin (1992) noted that in order to keep the
organization functioning, limited transactional behaviors also need to be used. Transactional
relationships often support transformational leadership behaviors (Bass & Avolio, 1997). Under
TLT, an example of supporting transactional behaviors is when a teacher would receive a
salary, recognition, or other compensation for services performed at a principal’s school.
Transactional leadership practices used in tandem with, but on a more limited basis than,
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transformational leadership practices help principals recognize what needs to be accomplished
and, in addition, raise teacher confidence and motivation (Leithwood & Poplin, 1992).
Deci and Ryan’s (1985, 2000) SDT describes an individual’s growth tendencies and
psychological needs and recognizes them as the foundation for an individual’s self-motivations
(Ryan & Deci, 2000). SDT presents a continuum of types of motivations from amotivation to
controlled motivation to autonomous motivation (Deci, 1975). Motivation is categorized as
either intrinsic or extrinsic (Ryan & Deci, 2000). Intrinsic motivation occurs when a person
performs an activity for the pure joy of the activity or because the individual finds the activity
interesting in itself (Deci, 1975). Intrinsic motivation is related to a high level of autonomy the
individual is feeling while engaged in the activity. Autonomy refers to having individual choice
and allows the individual to experience the action he or she is involved in with a high level of
reflection. This high level of self-reflection in return gives the individual a greater sense of the
action being self-determined (Deci & Ryan, 1985). SDT further postulates that in order for
intrinsic motivation to exist, the person doing the activity must do it with a sense of
competence and autonomy. However, feelings of competence alone do not support intrinsic
motivation unless they are accompanied by autonomy (Ryan & Deci, 2000). Certain social
contextual factors (e.g., positive feedback, communications, feelings of belonging) in turn
enhance feelings of autonomy that are essential in supporting intrinsic motivation. If factors
exist that undermine or diminish intrinsic motivation, they can leave the individual feeling
controlled or amotivated (Gagne & Deci, 2005). Gagne and Deci (2005) suggested intrinsic
motivation is an example of autonomous motivation.
In SDT, the opposite of intrinsic motivation is extrinsic motivation. Deci and Ryan
(1985) reported extrinsic motivation takes place when an individual performs an activity to
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achieve a separate desired consequence. The pursuit of a consequence separate from the
activity results in the individual experiencing controlled motivation (Deci, Koestner, & Ryan,
1999). Extrinsically motivated behaviors represent the classic prototype of controlled
motivation. For example, a teacher who only teaches well when the principal is watching is
externally regulated by the presence of the principal and is only teaching to avoid being
reprimanded. This reprimand is contingent on whether he or she are teaching while the
principal is present, and the motivation to teach in this situation would be experienced as
controlled (Deci & Ryan, 2000). Another example of extrinsic motivation is a teacher who
teaches because it makes him or her feel like a good person. In this example, the teacher wants
to behave in a specific way that will bring about the desired outcome. Although the behavior is
self-regulated, it is still considered an example of controlled motivation because the individual
is teaching to avoid guilt or gain ego enhancements such as pride (Eyal & Roth, 2011).
Gagne and Deci (2005) suggested that autonomous and controlled motivations differ in
both their regulatory processes and their associated experiences. SDT also states that an
individual’s behaviors can be characterized by the degree to which they are experienced as
being autonomous or controlled (Deci, 1975). For example, rewards contingent on the
completion of a specific task were shown to diminish an individual’s intrinsic motivation. In
addition, the use of rewards was shown to have been experienced by the individual receiving
them as a type of controlled motivation, which led to a reduction of the individual’s sense of
autonomy (Deci, 1975). Furthermore, in addition to external rewards, certain environmental
factors were also shown to have a diminishing effect on an individual’s intrinsic motivation.
Those environmental factors include such things as deadlines, pressured evaluations, imposed
goals, or threats to the individual about what will happen if he or she does not meet the stated
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goals. Like external goals, these environmental factors were also identified by the individual
experiencing them as a form of controlled motivation which, in time, lessened the individual’s
sense of autonomy (Deci & Ryan, 2000).
The use of extrinsic or controlled motivation is not necessarily a bad thing. Rather, it is
the amount of autonomous motivation versus controlled motivation a leader relies on to get
employees to complete specific actions that is important (Bass & Steidlmeier, 1999). Bass and
Avolio (1997) point out that transformational leaders engage in behaviors that enhance the
level of intrinsic or autonomous motivation that employees will experience while completing
prescribed activities. However, these transformational leaders often use transactional leadership
behaviors to enhance the level of extrinsic or controlled motivation to complete small specific
tasks that must be completed within a very short period of time (Bass, 1985).
As mentioned earlier, the increased pressure for greater accountability placed on
teachers and administrators has created a need to identify leadership behaviors that increase
teacher motivation while also increasing teacher job satisfaction (Leithwood, 1994; Leithwood
et al., 1999).
TLT provides a framework for principals to follow that allows them to engage in
transformational leadership behaviors that have been shown to increase the level of
autonomous motivation a teacher experiences (Bono & Judge, 2003). SDT helps bridge the gap
between leadership theory and human motivation. In addition, SDT provides a unique approach
to understanding human motivation that includes empirical research (Deci & Ryan, 2000).
Furthermore, SDT gives a theoretical explanation that describes an individual’s growth
tendencies and psychological needs which are seen in SDT terms as the basis for an
individual’s self-motivation (Deci, 1975). Finally, SDT allows for an examination of the
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conditions that allow for these positive processes to occur as well as the environmental
conditions that can impede an individual’s self-motivation (Deci & Ryan, 1985). Although TLT
provides empirical research on the relationship between a leader’s behaviors and the person
exposed to the behaviors, SDT provides theoretical insight on why certain leadership behaviors
support or thwart autonomous or controlled motivation.
Three studies have provided evidence for the complementary relationship between TLT
and SDT. Eyal and Roth (2011) found that the way teachers experienced motivation was a
mediating factor between self-reported burnout and perceived principal leadership style. In
their study, TLT was used to examine the teachers’ perceptions of principal leadership styles.
Eyal and Roth then used SDT as the basis to examine a teacher’s self-reported autonomous and
controlled motivation as a mediating factor between principal leadership style and teacher
burnout. In addition to Eyal and Roth’s work, Barnett and McCormick (2003) reported on how
TLT and SDT work together to better explain the impact of leadership behavior and teacher
motivation. They found that teachers reported higher levels of autonomy when their principals
displayed transformational leadership behaviors. Bogler’s (2001) research supports these
findings and adds that transformational leadership behaviors provide increased autonomous
motivation that is associated with higher levels of teacher job satisfaction.

Problem Statement
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To date, much research has been done on leadership behaviors (Bass, 1985; Bass &
Avolio, 1997; Burns, 1978; Leithwood, 1994) and the effects these behaviors have on leaders’
followers. Deci and Ryan’s (2000) research found that specific behaviors can support or thwart
the creation of autonomous or controlled motivation in individual experiences. In addition, a
greater sense of autonomy at work has also been associated with higher levels of teacher job
satisfaction (Bogler, 2001; Hall, Pearson, & Carroll, 1992). However, there have been few
studies that examine the relationship between principal leadership styles and their association
with various types of teacher motivation and job satisfaction (Eyal & Roth, 2011). In fact, the
study completed by Eyal and Roth (2011) that provides much of the current knowledge on this
subject was conducted outside the United State in Israel. With pressure on teachers and
administrators to increase student performance coupled with ever-greater professional
accountability, principals continue to struggle to find ways to create a workplace that allows for
a sense of personal autonomy and job satisfaction. Therefore, more research is needed to
further substantiate whether a principal’s leadership behaviors are associated with the type of
motivation experienced by a teacher and their relationship to teacher job satisfaction.

Purpose

The purpose of this quantitative study was to provide additional insight into the
relationships among principal leadership behaviors and the type of motivation and level of job
satisfaction experienced by teachers.
Significance of the Study
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Research on principals’ leadership behaviors suggests transformational leadership
behaviors are associated with a greater sense of autonomy by teachers in the workplace
(Bogler, 2001). Research has also confirmed that a principal’s leadership style is associated
with the degree to which a teacher experiences motivation as autonomous or controlling (Bono
& Judge, 2003; Eyal & Roth, 2011). Furthermore, Hall et al. (1992) reported teacher job
satisfaction is associated with higher levels of autonomy at work. This study explores the
relationship between the primary variables of principal leadership behaviors, type of teacher
motivation, and teacher job satisfaction. Therefore, this study explores a gap in the current
research.
This study connects principal leadership behaviors and the type of motivation and level
of job satisfaction a teacher experiences. The research offers current principals quantifiable
evidence of the effect transformational leadership practices can have on fostering autonomous
motivation and increasing teacher job satisfaction. The findings from this study also have
significant implications for how principal training programs prepare future principals to meet
the challenges of running a school and maintaining a positive school culture with the teachers.
Ultimately, if principals can learn to engage in leadership behaviors that provide teachers with
a greater sense of autonomy and higher levels of job satisfaction, then there may be positive
outcomes for principals, teachers, and, most importantly, the students.

Delimitations
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The following delimitations play an important role in this study because they help
narrow its scope. This study was confined to public schools in northern Illinois, and teachers in
both the elementary and secondary levels were surveyed. In addition, the teachers surveyed
came from schools that scored higher on standardized tests than the state average. These
teachers came from schools that were predominantly White and had a low number of students
labeled as low income.

CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

Introduction
Below is an examination of research on the relationship between a principal’s
leadership style and the effect it has on the motivation and job satisfaction of teachers.
Furthermore, this review of literature examines leadership practices that lead to teachers feeling
more autonomously motivated, as opposed to leadership practices that lead to teachers’
controlled motivation. This review of literature also examines the convergence of two theories
of leadership and motivation: the full range model of leadership (Bass & Avolio, 1994) and
SDT (Deci & Ryan, 1985).
The review of related literature is presented in the following sections: (a) the evolution
of transformational leadership, (b) leading researchers in the transformational leadership
movement, (c) SDT, (d) a principal’s leadership style and its relation to teacher motivation, and
(e) a principal’s leadership style and its relation to teacher job satisfaction.

The Evolution of Transformational Leadership

In the past 25 years, there has been a paradigm shift in how schools view the role of
principal (Eyal & Roth, 2011). Teacher perception of principal leadership can greatly affect
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both teacher motivation and job satisfaction (Eyal & Roth, 2011). There has also been an
increased desire to professionalize teaching by creating greater accountability and requiring
more ongoing professional development for teachers (Jantzi & Leithwood, 1996). This new
accountability placed on teachers, coupled with the complex educational reform movements
taking place across the nation, has caused many principals to adopt a new leadership model
(Hallinger, 2003; Stewart, 2006).
Throughout the 1970s, ’80s, and the early ’90s, principals predominantly followed an
instructional leadership model (Leithwood & Poplin, 1992). Heck and Hallinger (1999)
conceptualized instructional leadership as a form of school leadership focused on a principal’s
effort to define school mission, manage instructional programs, and create a safe school
environment. Principals who followed the instructional leadership model worked to coordinate, control, and supervise the creation and management of classroom instruction within
their school (Hallinger, 2003). Because of its popularity at the time, it became the “model of
choice” by most principal leadership academies (Hallinger, 2003). However, with the advent of
the school restructuring movement in the 1990s and the public demand for schools to raise
academic standards, principal leadership models evolved (Leithwood, 1994).
Prior to the 1990s, instructional leadership had been top-down and focused on “firstorder changes” (Leithwood, 1994). First-order changes focus on the creation of school policies,
teaching methods, curricula and other technical managerial-type changes (Leithwood, 1994).
First-order changes can be implemented with a staff’s current knowledge and changes require
no new training or professional development of the teachers (Waters, Marzano, & McNulty,
2003). The instructional leadership model was prescriptive and controlling with an explicit
focus on the first-order changes involved in the school improvement process (Hallinger, 2003).

15
At the top of the instructional leadership model was the principal who oversaw the
implementation and monitoring of all school improvement changes, and teachers did not share
leadership or have choices in how the school was run. This made the instructional leadership
model outdated when addressing the changes demanded by leaders of the educational reform
movement started in the 1990s (Leithwood, 1994). Principals felt they needed to find a new
leadership model that used collaborative efforts to foster behaviors that could bring about
higher student performance and greater teacher accountability.
The new leadership model needed to transform principal leadership behaviors from
controlling to collaborative if second-order changes in schools were to be successful. Secondorder changes focus on principals building a shared vision, encouraging better communication,
and developing collaborative decision-making processes between teachers and administrators
(Bass & Stogdill, 1990; Hallinger, 2003; Leithwood & Poplin, 1992). In addition, this new
leadership model needed to address the conflicts and disruptions that can occur during the
change process due to the increase in the number of people able to make decisions. Secondorder changes can be difficult because they often require teachers and school leaders to
abandon long-held beliefs about how they should do their jobs (Waters et al., 2003). Leithwood
(1994) reported that schools must recognize first-order changes are still important and need to
happen but must also acknowledge that second-order change is just as important.
Due to the need for a paradigm shift in the principal leadership model, much of the
research into school leadership began focusing on “transformational,” “charismatic,”
“visionary,” or “inspirational” leadership behaviors (Bono & Judge, 2003; Burns, 1978;
Shamir, House, & Arthur, 1993). Shamir et al. (1993) referred to the practice of leaders who
regularly exhibit transformational, visionary, and inspirational behaviors as charismatic
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behaviors because charisma is the central concept in all of them. Burns (1978), Bass (1985),
Avolio (2010), and Leithwood (1994) continued to refine their research about this genre of
leadership behaviors and created a theory that explains the effects of these leadership behaviors
on those experiencing them. Their research into these types of leadership behaviors built on
each other to create the leadership theory known today as TLT (Stewart, 2006).

Transformational Leadership—Burns

What today is referred to as TLT was first conceptualized by James Burns in 1978
(Leithwood & Sun, 2012). Burns believed the work done in humanistic psychology had
allowed for generalizations to be made about leadership across cultures and time (Stewart,
2006). These generalizations led Burns (1978) to identify two types of political leadership:
transformational and transactional. Burns argued that transformational and transactional
leadership were not related and operated at opposite ends of a leadership continuum.
Furthermore, Burns believed transactional leadership was predominantly ineffective due to its
focus on solely creating first-order changes that rely on managerial control for success
(Leithwood, 1994).
In his book, Leadership, Burns (1978) defined transformational leadership as a
leadership style that transcends the self-interest of both the follower and leader. Instead of the
leader pursuing his or her own self-interest at the expense of his or her followers, both groups
engage equally in the process of “raising one another to higher levels of morality and
motivation” (p. 6). The result of this kind of leadership, according to Burns, transforms
followers into leaders and leaders into moral agents (Bass, 1985; Burns, 1978). The concept of
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moral leadership refers to leaders’ desires to satisfy the needs of their followers by providing
purpose and meaning about the work being done (Bass & Steidlmeier, 1999). Principals who
are transformational leaders work to provide purpose and meaning about the work teachers do
through the creation of a shared vision, productive work cultures, and the distribution of
leadership throughout the organization (Bass, 1985).
Through his work, Burns (1978) saw that successful transformational leaders increased
the motivation and commitment of followers by engaging in the following three behaviors: (a)
raising the level of consciousness about the significance and importance of organizational
outcomes and the process of reaching those outcomes, (b) getting the individual to transcend
his or her own self-interest in favor of the team’s or organization’s interest, and (c) raising
individual need levels on Maslow’s hierarchy of needs. For example, instead of needing
security, we seek out the need for recognition. Under this view of TLT, a leader is able to get a
follower to give additional effort through increasing the follower’s self-confidence and the
value of the expected outcomes (Bass & Avolio, 1994; Kuhnert & Lewis, 1987).
Transformational leadership then takes place when a leader is able to move the followers to an
awareness of what is important, to a higher level on Maslow’s (1943) hierarchy of needs, and to
a transcendence of each follower’s individual needs to those of the group (Bass & Avolio,
1989; Burns, 1978). These three attributes of transformational leadership also lead to the
second-order changes that TLT can bring about and are necessary for the survival of first-order
changes (Leithwood, 1994).
At the other end of the leadership continuum is transactional leadership. Although
Burns focused much of his writings on transformational leadership, he believed it was equally
important to understand the significance of transactional leadership behaviors (Bass, 1985).
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These often-overlooked transactional practices in models of TLT can be considered as
managerial in nature, yet transactional practices are important and fundamental to the
organizational stability of a school (Leithwood, Steinbach, & Ryan, 1997).
Transactional leadership is based on rewards for compliance, and the leaders who
practice this leadership behavior often rely on control of followers to reach an end goal (Eyal &
Roth, 2011). In transactional leadership practices, there is a heavy focus on maintaining
efficiency and complying with organizational rules and norms (Bass & Avolio, 1994).
Transactional leaders identify what actions subordinates need to complete in order to achieve
the desired outcomes of the leader. These leaders clarify duties and assignments for
subordinates to ensure they are confident in understanding their duties. Transactional leaders
also understand that subordinates have needs and wants and clarify how those will be met if the
desired outcomes are attained (Avolio, 2010). This can be seen in a school setting when a
principal assigns an extracurricular duty to a teacher. The principal would review all
responsibilities required of the duty and what would need to be completed in order for the
teacher to be paid. The teacher wanting to receive pay would then work to meet the
expectations and responsibilities set forth by the principal. Another example of transactional
leadership in a school is the process involved in a teacher evaluation; the principal would
discuss performance goals with a teacher and explain specifically what performance level is
required to receive an excellent rating. The teacher wanting the excellent rating would then
follow the instructions and goals set by the principal.
These examples show how transactional leaders rely on an exchange process between
leader and follower to increase compliance with organizational expectations and to create a
greater loyalty to the leader. Followers are not expected to be creative or address problems in
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new ways. Transactional leaders keep tight control over followers’ work and do this through
emphasizing compliance to organizational values, inspections of followers’ work to ensure
quality, and regularly monitoring their performance (Yukl, 1999).
Both transformational leadership and transactional leadership practices were key
conceptual terms that Burns (1978) defined. However, the work of Bass (1985) and Bass and
Avolio (1994) was a response to some of the limitations of Burns’s original work, specifically
the lack of empirical data to support his theory (Stewart, 2006). Burns addressed these concerns
in his book, Transforming Leadership: A New Pursuit of Happiness (2003). In this book, Burns
suggested his original work did not have enough of a focus on human psychology and that led
to a gap in understanding how humans satisfy their needs. Burns (2003) connected his original
theory of TLT to a more in-depth focus on understanding the processes involved in leadership
and change. This focus led Burns to believe that in order for leaders to be successful, leaders
must have an understanding of human needs and their impact on social change (Stewart, 2006).
In an attempt to better define TLT, Bass (1985) built upon Burns’s (1978) work. Burns
had conceptualized TLT as one bipolar dimension of leadership that included transformational
and transactional leadership at opposite ends of the leadership spectrum. Bass (1985) took this
a step further and presented a “two-factor theory” referred to as the full range of leadership
(FRL) model.

The Full Range of Leadership Model—Bass and Avolio

In the FRL model, Bass depicted transformational and transactional leadership as styles
that build on one another and can be complementary to each other (Bass & Avolio, 1989;
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Leithwood, 1994; Leithwood et al., 1997). In this model, transactional practices address the
basic needs of the organization that bring about first-order changes, whereas transformational
practices help develop deep commitment by followers that bring about the important secondorder changes (Bass, 1985).
The FRL model supports leadership behaviors that allow a principal to run a school and
also ensure all teachers meet contractual requirements. In return for meeting these
requirements, teachers are allowed to continue to teach and receive pay from the district. This
is an example of transactional leadership behaviors that all principals need to engage in
regardless of whether they tend to be more transformational or transactional in their leadership
style. However, under the FRL model, a principal who seeks to create second-order change
uses transactional leadership behaviors only minimally. Instead, the principal focuses on
transformational behaviors that create lasting change such as shared decision making, collective
development of a school vision, and the alignment of school values with those of teachers
(Geijsel, Sleegers, Leithwood, & Jantzi, 2003). Transformational behaviors work in tandem
with the managerial or transactional leadership behaviors to create a well-rounded principal
under the FRL model.
Another distinction between the work of Burns (1978) and Bass (1985) is that Bass
researched transformational and transactional leadership with a focus on business, military, and
educational organizations, whereas Burns only examined these behaviors in political
organizations (Bass, 1997; Bycio, Hackett, & Allen, 1995). The research conducted by Bass
(1985) was eventually widely used in many types of organizations and would later be modified
by Leithwood (1994) in an attempt to better understand TLT in an educational setting
(Leithwood & Sun, 2012).
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In order to identify the transformational and transactional leadership behaviors leaders
exhibit, Bass (1985) conducted a study of 176 U.S. Army colonels, foreign officers, and
civilians of similar rank in their profession. All 176 participants in the study were attending a
leadership training course at the Army War College. The MLQ designed by Bass (1985) to
specifically identify the behaviors underlying transformational and transactional leadership was
administered to all 176 participants (Bycio et al., 1995). This original version of the MLQ
consists of a 73-item self-response survey with each item answered on a 5-point frequency
scale. For example, Statement 12 of the original version of the MLQ states, “Commands
respect from everyone” (Bass, 1985, p. 202).
After the survey was completed by all participants, Bass (1985) conducted a factor
analysis of the MLQ, and three broad categories of leadership behavior were identified:
transformational, transactional, and laissez-faire leadership. Within those three leadership
categories six leadership factors emerged, with three leadership factors being categorized as
transformational, two leadership factors being categorized as transactional, and the final factor
being categorized as laissez-faire leadership (Bass & Avolio, 1989; Bogler, 2001). The six
leadership factors in Bass’s (1985) original FRL model are as follows:

Transformational Factors

Charisma/Inspiration – Provides followers with a clear sense of purpose that is energizing; a
role model for ethical conduct that builds identification with the leader and his or her
articulated vision.

22
Intellectual Stimulation – Gets followers to question the tried and true ways of solving
problems; encourages followers to question the methods followers use in order to improve
upon them.
Individualized Consideration – Focuses on understanding the needs of each follower and works
continuously to get each one to question the methods each uses in order to improve upon them.

Transactional Factors

Contingent Reward – Clarifies what is expected by leaders from followers and what followers
will receive if they meet expected levels of performance.
Active Management by Exception – Focuses on monitoring task execution for any problems
that might arise and correcting those problems in order to maintain current performance levels.

Laissez-Faire Factor

Passive/Avoidant – Tends to react only to take corrective action after problems have become
serious and may avoid making any decisions.

Further analysis of Bass’s (1985) study showed transformational behaviors were more
highly correlated with perceived effectiveness of a leader than the transactional or laissez-faire
factors. In addition, the study found that charismatic, considerate, and intellectually stimulating
leaders were more satisfying to work for than those leaders who only demonstrated behaviors
associated with the two transactional factors. Bass’s work also indicates respondents worked
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harder and put forth more effort when their leaders were charismatic, intellectually stimulating,
and individualizing. Contingent reward, a transactional factor, was also reported to be related to
extra effort. However, the transactional leadership factor of management by exception was
counterproductive (Bass, 1985). These results led Bass (1985) to state, “When a leader
displayed transformational abilities and engaged in transactional relationships, extra effort
made by subordinates was above and beyond what could be attributed to transactional factors
alone” (p. 34).
Through his early research, Bass (1985) was able to demonstrate that most leaders
exhibit both transformational and transactional leadership factors (Bass, 1985), which supports
the FRL model. Bass and his colleague Bruce Avolio continued to modify the MLQ over the
next decade (Avolio, 2010), refining the survey and the instrument’s psychometric properties
(Antonakis, Avolio, & Sivasubramaniam, 2003). The revisions to the MLQ were an effort to
better gauge the leadership factors it measures while addressing concerns that arose about its
psychometric properties (Antonakis & House, 2002). These psychometric property concerns
came from the convergence and poor interpretation of the original scales. This problem was
found with the charismatic and inspirational scales that often converged into a single construct.
In addition, the Management by Exception scale required reinterpretation due to its close
relationship to the Contingent Reward scale (Tejeda, Scandura, & Pillai, 2001).
The current version of the MLQ, known as the MLQ Form 5X (Bass & Avolio, 1997),
came from the results of much research using the original MLQ, six expert leadership scholars
who recommended additions or deletions, and confirmatory factor analyses (CFAs; Antonakis
et al., 2003). Through the continued refinement of the MLQ, Bass and Avolio (1994, 1997)
were able to expand the number of leadership factors in the FRL model from Bass’s (1985)

24
original six factors to the current nine factors (Avolio, 2010). This has led the MLQ Form 5X
to become the most frequently used measure for researchers studying transformational
leadership (Dumdum, Lowe, & Avolio, 2002).
Bass and Avolio’s (1997) current FRL model is detailed below and consists of the
expanded nine leadership factors represented in Bass’s (1985) three broad categories of
behavior: transformational, transactional, and passive/avoidant leadership (Avolio, 2010).

Transformational

Idealized influence (attributed) – or attributed charisma, refers to attributions about a leader
(power, confidence, and transcendent ideals) and how he or she is perceived by the individuals
who follow him or her. This is an emotional factor of leadership that can shift individual selfinterest to the good of the group (Antonakis & House, 2002).
Idealized influence (behaviors) – or behavioral charisma, refers to charismatic actions of a
leader that reflect the leader’s values, beliefs, and sense of mission (Antonakis et al., 2003;
Avolio, 2010).
Inspirational motivation – refers to leaders who inspire and motivate individuals to reach goals
they previously thought unattainable. These leaders display enthusiasm and provide meaning to
the individuals’ work (Avolio, 2010).
Intellectual stimulation – refers to leaders who appeal to an individual’s intellect. These leaders
encourage the questioning of the status quo and focus on getting individuals to be innovative
and creative by reframing problems in a new way (Avolio, 2010).
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Individualized consideration – refers to leaders who pay specific attention to an individual’s
needs and provide customized social emotional support while working to also empower him or
her (Antonakis et al., 2003). These leaders accomplish this through mentoring or coaching
individuals and providing new learning opportunities while providing a supportive climate for
that learning to take place (Bass & Avolio, 1994).

Transactional

Contingent reward – refers to leaders allowing followers to earn benefits for compliance to and
completion of an agreed-upon task (Bass & Avolio, 1997).
Management by exception (active) – refers to a leader monitoring an individual’s work and
only intervening and providing corrective action when the individual’s performance deviates
from the norm (Antonakis et al., 2003).

Passive/Avoidant

Laissez-faire –was added to represent the absence of any leadership so that all potential factors
would be accounted for (Antonakis & House, 2002).
Management by exception (passive) – refers to a leader intervening and correcting only after an
individual’s work that deviates from the norm is complete (Avolio, 2010).
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Transformational Leadership—Leithwood

Expanding on the research about TLT started by Burns (1978) and further refined
through empirical research done by Bass (1985) and Bass and Avolio (1994), Leithwood
(1994) was able to apply and refine the model for use specifically in education. Leithwood not
only focused on the applications of TLT to the educational system but sought to better define
the behavioral attributes exhibited by transformational leaders–mainly school principals
(Leithwood & Mascall, 2008).
Like Bass, Leithwood believed most models of transformational leadership were flawed
by their lack of transactional factors (Leithwood & Jantzi, 2000). Leithwood referred to those
transactional practices as “managerial” and believed them to be an important part of the
stability of a school. Through his research, Leithwood created his model of TLT adapted from
the FRL model created by Bass (1985) and Bass and Avolio (1997). Included in Leithwood’s
expanded TLT model are seven transformational leadership factors and four transactional
leadership factors referred to as managerial factors. Leithwood’s (1994) model describes seven
schoolrelated transformational leadership factors: building school vision and goals, providing
intellectual stimulation, offering individualized support, symbolizing professional practices and
values, demonstrating high performance expectations, developing structures to foster
participation in school decisions, and promoting professional development (Leithwood, 1994;
Leithwood & Mascall, 2008; Leithwood et al., 1997). The managerial factors of Leithwood’s
model of TLT include staffing, instructional support, monitoring school activities, and
community focus (Leithwood & Jantzi, 2000; Leithwood et al., 1997).
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Furthermore, Leithwood’s model of transformational school leadership is based on the
concept that principals do not control or manage others; instead, they share leadership with
their teaching staff (Leithwood, 1994; Leithwood & Mascall, 2008). This concept of shared
leadership is also an overall theme in Bass and Avolio’s (1994) FRL model. Instead of
controlling staff with a top-down approach, Leithwood’s model of TLT, like Bass and Avolio’s
(1994, 1997) FRL model, is grounded in the behavior components of providing individual
support, intellectual stimulation, and personal vision (Hallinger, 2003). These leadership
components help to conceptualize leadership as an organizational entity rather than residing in
a single leader (Leithwood & Sun, 2012; Stewart, 2006). Finally, Leithwood believed
successful school leaders who practice his version of TLT are better at setting direction,
developing people, and redesigning the organization (Geijsel et al., 2003).
Although Leithwood’s (1994) TLT model is similar to Bass’s (1985) and Bass and
Avolio’s (1994) FRL model, there is one significant difference. Leithwood’s research into TLT
and the subsequent transformational school leadership model he developed focus solely on
educational leadership (Jantzi & Leithwood, 1996). Leithwood’s research has provided
information that can help educational leaders to better understand the impact of their leadership
style on school staff. However, Leithwood’s TLT model does not generalize to the breadth of
industries that Bass and Avolio’s (1994, 1997) research does due to its sole focus on
educational leadership. In addition, Leithwood’s studies have often relied on different
instruments, created and tested by him, to measure specific constructs in relation to his model
of TLT. The result of these issues leaves much of Leithwood’s research without a clearly
developed, unified, and psychometrically sound instrument (Jantzi & Leithwood, 1996;
Leithwood, 1994; Leithwood et al., 1997).
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In contrast, the research conducted by Bass (1985) led to the creation of the MLQ as an
instrument to measure leadership style in multiple types of organizations, including schools.
Over the last 29 years, the MLQ has been used in the fields of business, military, and education
(Avolio, 2010). The MLQ has also undergone significant reviews and revisions in which the
validity and reliability were confirmed (Avolio, Bass, & Jung, 1999; Muenjohn & Armstrong,
2008). For this reason, this study examined teacher perceptions of principal leadership styles
using the FRL model of TLT created and tested through the research of Bass (1985) and Avolio
(2010). Due to its proven validity and reliably over time (Muenjohn & Armstrong, 2008), the
MLQ Form 5X (Bass & Avolio, 1997) was used in this study to measure teacher perceptions of
principal leadership styles.
However, it is important not to dismiss the research conducted by Leithwood in the area
of TLT. The work of Leithwood (1994) and Leithwood et al. (1999) adds important insight into
the effect transformational and transactional principal leadership has on teachers. Much of
Leithwood’s research (1994) confirms the findings of Bass (1985) and Bass and Avolio (1997).
For that reason, it is important to take a closer look at the work of Leithwood and his model of
TLT.
Leithwood et al. (1999) conducted a meta-analysis of 34 published and unpublished
studies completed between 1980 and 1995 in elementary and secondary schools. Twenty of the
34 studies provided evidence about the impact of transformational leadership in the following
areas: effects on students, effects on perceptions of leaders, effects on behaviors of followers,
effects on followers’ psychological states, and organizational-level effects. For this study, it is
important to review the results of this meta-analysis in the area of leadership style and its
effects on teachers. A few key findings from this area of the meta-analysis are reviewed below.
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Perceived Leadership Style and Teacher Satisfaction

Conceptualizing leadership from the point of view of those who experience it is an
important part of understanding the effect TLT can have on teachers (Jantzi & Leithwood,
1996). Leithwood et al. (1999) reported on three studies in their meta-analysis which examined
the effects of leadership style on teachers’ perceptions of leadership effectiveness and
leadership style’s association with overall teacher satisfaction (Bass, 1985; Kirby, Paradise, &
King, 1992). In two of the three studies, the MLQ original was used as a measurement of these
effects, and the third study employed a qualitative interview process. The MLQ and the
interviews were administered to school leaders and teachers at the elementary, secondary, and
district levels. The original MLQ includes a two-item scale to measure respondents’
satisfaction with the school leader and a four-item scale that measures perceptions of the
leader’s effectiveness (Kirby et al., 1992; Leithwood et al., 1999).
These studies report a positive relationship between transformational leadership
practices used by school leaders and teachers’ perceived effectiveness of those same school
leaders. In addition, this meta-analysis shows an association between high levels of teacher
satisfaction with school leaders and those leaders' transformational leadership practices
(Leithwood et al., 1999). Positive perceptions of leadership effectiveness and teacher
satisfaction with the school leaders were most associated with the transformational leadership
factors of charisma/inspiration, intellectual stimulation, and individualized consideration and
the transactional leadership factor of contingent reward.
All of the studies in this meta-analysis found no relationship between the transactional
factor of active management by exception and teacher-perceived effectiveness of school
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leaders. In addition, the active management by exception transactional factor used by school
leaders did not have a positive relationship with overall teacher satisfaction (Leithwood et al.,
1999). These findings also confirm the findings of Bass’s (1985) study in which the leadership
practice of active management by exception had no correlation with high levels of teacher
satisfaction.
The transformational leadership factors found in Bass’s (1985) FRL model have been
shown to be associated with higher teacher job satisfaction and higher levels of teacher
satisfaction with school leaders (Bass, 1985; Leithwood et al., 1999). Teachers who report
higher levels of job satisfaction and feel satisfied with the leadership style of the school
principal have also been associated with higher levels of motivation to devote extra effort to
their jobs (Bogler, 2001). The concept that the level of education a child receives may be
associated with how satisfied teachers are with their profession and how motivated they are to
devote themselves to becoming better educators makes this an important topic of research
(Bogler, 2001). Therefore, it is important to further examine motivational theory.

Self-Determination Theory and Motivation

Deci and Ryan’s (1985, 2000) SDT can help to bridge the gap between leadership
theory and teacher motivation. SDT is an approach to human motivation that includes empirical
research into the subject as well as employs a meta-theory focused on the importance of
humans’ inner evolved resources for the development of personality and behavioral regulation.
SDT describes individuals’ growth tendencies and psychological needs and sees them as the
basis for an individual’s self-motivation.
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SDT also examines the conditions that allow for these positive processes to take place
as well as the environmental conditions that thwart an individual’s self-motivation (Ryan &
Deci, 2000). Furthermore, SDT differentiates between amotivation and motivation.
Amotivation results when an individual does not value an activity and does not engage in it
(Ryan & Deci, 2000). Motivation represents the opposite of amotivation and results when an
individual believes that engaging in a specific behavior will result in a desired outcome or
experience (Deci & Ryan, 2000).
SDT categorizes motivation as either intrinsic or extrinsic in nature. Intrinsic motivation
occurs when a person performs an activity for the joy of it or because that person finds the
activity inherently interesting (Vansteenkiste, Lens, & Deci, 2006). Performing an activity for
the pure joy or inherent interest in it is related to the high level of autonomy the individual is
experiencing and is a crucial part of promoting intrinsic motivation within the individual (Ryan
& Deci, 2000). Gagne and Deci (2005) defined autonomy as “acting with a sense of volition
and having the experience of choice” (p. 334). Autonomy allows an individual to experience
the action he or she is involved in with the highest level of reflection and a greater sense of the
action being self-determined (Deci & Ryan, 1985). Using these definitions of intrinsic
motivation and autonomy, Gagne and Deci (2005) stated that “intrinsic motivation is an
example of autonomous motivation” (p. 334).
When the locus of causality is external, it is referred to as extrinsic motivation. Extrinsic
motivation takes place when an individual performs an activity because it leads to a separate
desired consequence (Deci & Ryan, 1985). This external consequence tends to be experienced
by the individual as a method of controlled motivation instead of autonomous motivation (Deci
et al., 1999). Controlled motivation involves “acting with a sense of pressure, a sense of having
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to engage in the actions” (p. 334). The use of extrinsic rewards has been shown to induce
controlled motivation (Deci & Ryan, 2000). SDT suggests that autonomous and controlled
motivations are different in both their regulatory processes and the experiences that accompany
them. SDT further states that an individual’s behaviors can be characterized by the degree to
which he or she is autonomous versus controlled (Gagne & Deci, 2005).
SDT goes into greater detail describing intrinsic and extrinsic motivation through its
two subtheories: cognitive evaluation theory (CET) and organismic integration theory (OIT).
CET was presented by Deci and Ryan (1985) to help identify elements that explain the
variability within intrinsic motivation (Ryan & Deci, 2000). OIT was introduced as a second
subtheory of SDT by Deci and Ryan (1985) to specify the various forms of extrinsic motivation
and the aspects that promote or inhibit the internalization and integration of the behaviors that
regulate extrinsic motivation.

Psychological Needs in SDT

CET focuses on examining the social and environmental elements that would encourage
versus undermine intrinsic motivation (Deci & Ryan, 2000). Deci and Ryan (2000) identified,
through empirical research and meta-analysis, three psychological needs universal among all
people and across all cultures. These three psychological needs are required for good
psychological health and well-being and must be present to support intrinsic motivation within
individuals (Deci & Ryan, 1985). The three needs are competence, relatedness, and autonomy
(Deci & Ryan, 2000). These three needs are central to the optimal functioning of the natural
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tendencies for personal growth and integration as well as for positive social development and
well-being (Ryan & Deci, 2000).
Although all three needs are essential to facilitate intrinsic motivation, SDT focuses
heavily on the fundamental needs for competence and autonomy (Deci & Ryan, 2000). Socialcontextual events such as feedback, positive communications, and rewards have been shown to
create feelings of competence that can increase the intrinsic motivation for the action an
individual is involved in (Deci & Ryan, 1985, 2000).
Early studies support this idea and have shown that positive feedback increases an
individual’s intrinsic motivation while negative feedback was shown to diminish the
individual’s intrinsic motivation (Deci, 1975). In order to enhance and support the conditions
needed for intrinsic motivation, the feeling of competence must be accompanied with a sense of
autonomy by an individual experiencing the action (Deci, 1975; Deci & Ryan, 2000). This,
according to SDT, reinforces the idea that people must not only experience the action with a
sense of competence but must also perceive it as self-determined in order for intrinsic
motivation to occur (Deci & Ryan, 1985, 2000).
SDT also examines the social and environmental elements that diminish intrinsic
motivation. Deci (1975) showed that the use of extrinsic rewards (i.e., those rewards contingent
on the completion of a given task) diminished and undermined intrinsic motivation. Rewards
were perceived by the individual receiving them as a form of controlled motivation, therefore
diminishing the individual’s autonomy (Deci & Ryan, 2000). In addition to external rewards,
other environmental elements had a diminishing effect on a person’s intrinsic motivation.
Deadlines, pressured evaluations, threats, and imposed goals also had a negative effect on
intrinsic motivation because, like external rewards, they were seen as a controlling form of
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motivation that lessened a person’s autonomy (Deci & Ryan, 2000). In contrast, people who
were given positive feedback, choice, acknowledgement of their feelings, and the freedom to
self-direct were able to experience intrinsic motivation more often due to the greater sense of
autonomy experienced within these individuals (Deci & Ryan, 1985). Teachers also reported
feeling supported in their desire for more autonomy when their principals displayed the
transformational leadership factors of idealized influence, intellectual stimulation, and
individualized consideration (Barnett & McCormick, 2003). This type of transformational
leadership provides more autonomous motivation and leads to teachers reporting higher levels
of job satisfaction (Bogler, 2001).
Although SDT relies heavily on competence and autonomy supports to explain much of
the variability within intrinsic motivation, the third psychological need of relatedness must also
be met to some extent in order to encourage and promote intrinsic motivation (Deci & Ryan,
2000). SDT fosters the idea that intrinsic motivation is more likely to be enhanced within an
individual in situations characterized by a feeling of security and relatedness (Deci & Ryan,
2000). Ryan and Grolnick (1986) supported this idea through their research. They found that
students who perceived a teacher as cold and uncaring felt less related to that teacher and
showed diminished intrinsic motivation. Ryan and Grolnick’s research showed that many
intrinsically motivated behaviors are performed in isolation, suggesting that a direct relational
backing may not be required for intrinsic motivation.
In summary, the CET framework within SDT explores those social and environmental
elements that can enhance or thwart intrinsic motivation in individuals through the meeting of
an individual’s psychological needs. SDT identifies those psychological needs as competence,
relatedness, and autonomy (Deci & Ryan, 2000). Deci and Ryan (1985) showed a strong
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connection between the satisfaction of the needs for competence and autonomy and the
enhancement of an individual’s intrinsic motivation. To a lesser extent, the satisfaction of the
need for relatedness has also been shown to encourage an individual’s intrinsic motivation.
It is important to remember that CET only looks to explain those social and
environmental elements that enhance or diminish intrinsic motivation. If the activity an
individual is involved in does not inherently interest them, then the concepts of CET do not
apply (Deci & Ryan, 2000). In order to better understand the motivation of individuals who do
not find an activity inherently joyful or interesting, it is important to examine extrinsic
motivation through OIT, the second subtheory of SDT.

Forms of Extrinsic Motivation in SDT

Deci and Ryan (1985) introduced OIT as a second subtheory of SDT to detail the
various forms of extrinsic motivation and the aspects that promote or diminish the
internalization and integration of specific behaviors.
Deci and Ryan (2000) suggested that in order for extrinsic motivation to become
intrinsic or more autonomous, the behavior needs to be more self-regulated and the individual
needs to be able to internalize the value attached to the behavior (Eyal & Roth, 2011). SDT has
extrinsic motivation of four forms that span a continuum of how much a behavior has been
internalized and therefore what autonomy is experienced during the action (Roth, Assor,
Niemiec, Ryan, & Deci, 2009). SDT also has a motivational continuum with amotivation at one
end and intrinsic motivation, which is defined as a completely autonomous form of motivation,
at the other end. Between amotivation and intrinsic motivation are the four forms of extrinsic
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motivation, which includes various levels of self-determination experienced by the person
completing an action. Listed from least autonomous to fully autonomous, the four forms of
extrinsic motivation are external, introjected, identified, and integrated (Deci & Ryan, 1985,
2000). See Figure 1 for the self-determination continuum (Deci & Ryan, 2000, p.72).
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Internal
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Figure 1. Self-determination continuum (adapted from Ryan & Deci, 2000).

The first form of extrinsically motivated behaviors represents the classic prototype of
controlled motivation (Deci & Ryan, 2000). These are referred to as externally regulated
behaviors and are the least autonomous behaviors along the continuum of extrinsically
motivated behaviors (Gagne & Deci, 2005). When individuals are externally regulated, they act
with the intention of achieving a desired consequence or avoiding a consequence that is
contingent on the completion of an action (Gagne & Deci, 2005). This causes them to move
into action only when the action helps them to achieve a desired result (e.g., I teach only when
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my principal is watching; Gagne & Deci, 2005). An individual experiencing an externally
regulated behavior will experience it as controlling and alienating (Deci & Ryan, 2000).
Moving one step over on the extrinsic motivation continuum is the second form of
extrinsic motivation called introjected regulation. This takes place when an individual exhibits
a value and regulates his or her behavior but does not accept it as his or her own (Deci & Ryan,
2000). Instead, the individual applies contingencies of approval that have been applied to others
for completing the same job or act. This causes the individual to want to behave in a way that
will bring about the desired outcome. Even though the behavior is self-regulated, it is still
considered controlled (Eyal & Roth, 2011). Introjected regulation is still a relatively controlled
form of regulation in which individuals perform actions to avoid guilt and anxiety or to gain
ego enhancements such as pride (Deci & Ryan, 2000). Even though introjected regulation is
regulated from within, it is still a controlled form of internalized extrinsic motivation (e.g., I
teach because it makes me feel like a good person; Gagne & Deci, 2005).
The next step to the right of introjected regulation on the motivation continuum is the
third form of extrinsic motivation referred to as regulation through identification. In this type of
extrinsic motivation, an individual has identified the importance of performing a particular act
and therefore performs it quite autonomously, regardless whether or not the act is interesting
(Vansteenkiste et al., 2006). An example is a teacher who strongly values the success of his or
her student feels very autonomously motivated while being a tutor because of the benefit to the
student. Though the act of tutoring is not intrinsically interesting, it is done quite autonomously
and is not perceived as a controlling action.
The fourth form of extrinsic motivation, and the most autonomous of the four on the
extrinsic motivation continuum, is referred to as integrated regulation. This takes place when an
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individual is able to see some aspect of importance for him or herself in participating in and
completing an act (Deci & Ryan, 2000). With integrated regulation, an individual is able to
fully align his or her behavior with his or her values and self-beliefs. Therefore, integrated
regulation is self-determined (Gagne & Deci, 2005). Although both integrated regulation and
regulation through identification share many of the same attributes of intrinsic motivation, they
are still considered forms of extrinsic motivation (Deci & Ryan, 2000). This is because these
behaviors are performed to gain a specific outcome rather than be performed due to any
inherent enjoyment of the action (Deci & Ryan, 2000). Although both forms of regulation
remain extrinsic, they are autonomous forms of extrinsic motivation (Gagne & Deci, 2005).
This research can have an important effect on teachers’ perceptions of their principals’
leadership styles. Research shows that controlled regulation such as external or introjected can
have negative psychological effects (Ryan & Grolnick, 1986), leading teachers to experience
motivation as controlled. Teachers who feel pressure from school leadership to comply with
new curricula or rigorous performance standards often experience that pressure as a form of
controlling motivation and see their principals as transactional leaders (Pelletier, SeguinLevesque, & Legault, 2002). The opposite is true of forms of autonomous motivation, such as
identified, integrated, or intrinsic motivation. These forms have been shown to have positive
psychological effects and have been linked to high performance, personal well-being, low
burnout, and high self-reported job satisfaction (Baard, Deci, & Ryan, 2004; Eyal & Roth,
2011).
These findings are important in looking at how we can create a school environment with
a staff that feels empowered, supported, and energized for the jobs they have to do. The
positive outcomes associated with autonomous motivation and the negative consequences that
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have been attributed to controlled motivation make finding their causes even more important
(Fernet, Guay, Senecal, & Austin, 2012). SDT suggests that creating an environment that can
support an individual’s autonomy is essential to creating a workplace where autonomous
motivation is part of the working climate. Further research suggests that transformational
leaders can use autonomy-supportive behaviors (e.g., choice, ability to be critical, the
encouragement of critical thinking) to enhance the level of autonomous motivation experienced
by employees (Avolio, 2010; Bass, 1985; Eyal & Roth, 2011).
The effect of principal leadership style on overall teacher job satisfaction is the focus of
this study. SDT offers an approach that allows us to look at the mediating effects of
autonomous versus controlled motivation between the two constructs of principal leadership
style and teacher job satisfaction (Eyal & Roth, 2011).

Transformational Leadership and Its Effect on Teachers’ Motivational Processes

Reviews of studies on transformational leadership have offered suggestions to
principals on how to increase teacher motivation. Leithwood and Jantzi (2006) conceptualized
motivational processes as “qualities of a person orientated toward the future and aimed at
helping the person evaluate the need for change or action” (p. 206). Leithwood et al. (1999)
showed, through their research, that a transformational leadership style can help principals
create the specific conditions in which these motivational processes can take place. Those
conditions include creating a clear vision, setting high academic goals, and working to gain
staff support on desired outcomes and were shown to have a positive effect on increasing
teachers’ motivational processes (Leithwood & Jantzi, 2006).
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In addition, scholars have suggested vision building as a promising technique to
influence teachers’ motivational processes. That is because vision building allows for teachers
to set personal goals, and it creates a desire to see and be part of future change (Eyal & Roth,
2011). In order to create a vision that will affect a teacher’s motivational processes, school
leaders must create specific and clear goals. These goals should include long- and short-term
objectives that inspire teachers to sacrifice their own interests for those of the school
(Leithwood, 1994). In addition to defining goals and objectives, Barnett and McCormick
(2003) suggested goals must also be directly related to the interests and needs of the
organization. In addition, they suggested that goals must also take into consideration the reality
of the situation within the school.
Transformational leadership practices also have a positive effect on principal motivation
(Leithwood, 1994). Leithwood et al. (1997) found that principals were motivated to allow more
decision making by staff if they engaged in transformational leadership practices. This was
because principals who were transformational leaders were shown to encourage a more
democratic workplace, increase teacher motivation, and create an environment where staff had
the freedom to make important decisions on their own (Leithwood et al., 1999). Ryan and Deci
(2000) took the idea of providing people with the freedom to make important decisions a step
further. They referred to this freedom as autonomy and, along with competence and
relatedness, believed it to be essential for constructive social development and personal wellbeing (Ryan & Deci, 2000).
Besides showing an increase in motivational processes, teachers who identified their
principals as transformational leaders also reported higher job satisfaction (Bono & Judge,
2003). Bono and Judge (2003) reported that transformational leaders assign work that is closely
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related to each individual’s values and goals. This allows for group values to transcend the
individual’s interest and helps each person to see his or her work as more meaningful and
autonomous (Bono & Judge, 2003; Burns, 1978). Furthermore, Bogler (2001) supported the
idea that principals who share decision making with their teachers and provide a high level of
personal autonomy in the workplace have a greater number of teachers who report higher levels
of job satisfaction (Bogler, 2001; Davis & Wilson, 2000).
However, in order to fully explore and understand the direct and indirect effects that
principal leadership style has on teacher motivation and job satisfaction, it is important to
further explore motivational theory.

Motivational Theory

Shamir et al. (1993) asserted that transformational leaders promote motivation in their
followers by creating work conditions that allow for greater autonomy and empowerment.
Under their view of leadership, the promotion of motivation through greater autonomy and
empowerment causes followers to not only fulfill their job duties but to take on more
responsibilities beyond those in their job description. The willingness of followers to act
beyond the responsibilities in their job description is a result of elevated self-efficacy that was
due to the increase in autonomy and self-empowerment caused by the principal’s
transformational leadership (Eyal & Roth, 2011).
Following Shamir et al. (1993), Kark and Dijk (2007) examined how transactional
leadership’s focus on control, obligations, and external expectations can lead to a follower’s
avoidant motivation. Kark and Dijk further suggested that transformational leadership
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encourages the promotion of goals closely aligned to the ideals, hopes, and aspirations of the
followers.
These perspectives represent a merging of leadership and motivational theory but do not
provide empirical evidence that leadership has an effect directly or indirectly on a follower’s
motivation or job satisfaction (Eyal & Roth, 2011). In addition, few studies have directly
explored principal leadership style and the effect that leadership style has on teacher
motivation. There are also few empirical studies that have examined how the type of
motivation a teacher experiences is related to leadership style and teacher job satisfaction (Eyal
& Roth, 2011).
A study conducted by Bono and Judge (2003) examined transformational leadership
and its association with higher or lower employee motivation and job satisfaction. The study
hypothesized that employees of transformational leaders would show increased motivation and
higher rates of overall job satisfaction. In their study, Bono and Judge (2003) surveyed 247
individuals defined as leaders due to the formal position they held within organizations. Nine
hundred fifty-four individuals who reported directly to these leaders were also surveyed.
Followers were given the MLQ Form 5X (Bass & Avolio, 1997) to determine the perceived
leadership style by the follower of their leader. Scores were obtained for each of four factors of
transformational leadership from Bass’s (1985) FRL model: idealized influence, inspirational
motivation, intellectual stimulation, and individualized consideration. In addition, followers’
job satisfaction was measured using five items from the Brayfield Rothe Scale (Brayfield &
Rothe, 1951).
Following the administration of the MLQ Form 5X and the Brayfield Rothe Scale,
Bono and Judge (2003) applied a goal-based measure in their study to examine followers’ self-
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concordance goals. Self-concordance goals refer to autonomous motivation for an individual’s
specific goals (Eyal & Roth, 2011). Each participant in the study identified six short-term jobrelated goals that could be accomplished in 60 days or less. These written goals were followed
up by the researchers asking for the reasons participants were pursuing the goals. The
participants answered the researchers’ questions about why they were pursuing each selfreported goal (Bono & Judge, 2003).
The results of Bono and Judge’s study (2003) show a positive and significant
association between transformational leadership and self-concordance. Further analysis of the
data indicates that the connection between transformational leadership and an individual’s selfconcordance seems to rely on the autonomous motivation construct. The results of this partial
mediation model show a strong indirect link between transformational leadership and job
satisfaction, with autonomous motivation being the mediating element (Bono & Judge, 2003).
The study by Bono and Judge (2003) began to examine the relationship between
transformational leadership and followers’ motivations. However, the study examined job
satisfaction by measuring the satisfaction level employees felt with their jobs being able to help
them attain their personal goals and did not examine their satisfaction with their jobs (Eyal &
Roth, 2011). In addition, the study failed to examine the relationship between transactional
leadership and autonomous versus controlled motivation as a mediating dynamic in an
individual’s overall level of job satisfaction.
In a similar study, Eyal and Roth (2011) examined transformational leadership and its
effect on teacher motivation. They found that the way teachers experienced motivation was a
mediating element in teachers’ self-reported burnout and perceived principal leadership style.
They also grounded their research in the theories of leadership and motivation. The FRL model

44
created and researched by Bass (1985) was used to research teachers’ perceptions of their
principals’ leadership styles. The FRL model allows for both transformational and transactional
leadership to be studied. SDT (Ryan & Deci, 2000) was used to examine how teachers
experienced motivation as a result of perceived principal leadership style and the resulting
effect of that experience. Eyal and Roth’s (2011) research is important to this study because it
allows for a closer look at the mediating effects that autonomous and controlled motivation can
have between principal leadership style and teacher burnout.

The Mediating Effect of Autonomous Versus Controlled Motivation

In their study, Eyal and Roth (2011) hypothesized that “teachers’ perceptions of
principals’ transformational leadership styles would be positively correlated with autonomous
motivation and negatively with burnout” (Eyal & Roth, 2011, p. 263). Burnout was defined in
the study as teaching with a feeling of exhaustion, lack of energy, and a depletion of mental
health. In addition, it was also hypothesized that “autonomous motivation would mediate the
relations between transformational leadership and burnout” (Eyal & Roth, 2011, p. 263).
Finally, Eyal and Roth (2011) hypothesized that “transactional leadership style would be
positively correlated with controlled motivation and burnout, and that controlled motivation
would mediate the relations between transactional leadership and burnout” (p. 263).
The study was conducted in Israel and involved 122 elementary school teachers
participating in a summer professional development workshop in mathematics held at three
large universities. Participants completed a questionnaire set that sought data in three areas:
teacher perception of his or her principal’s leadership, self-reported motivation, and self-
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reported burnout. The survey used to assess teachers’ perceptions of their principals’ leadership
styles was the MLQ-5X (Bass & Avolio, 1997).
In their study, Eyal and Roth (2011) measured teachers’ autonomous and controlled
motivations using a survey developed by Roth et al. (2009). The survey contained a 16-item
scale that examined the following four forms of motivation: external, introjected, identified,
and intrinsic. The construct of teacher burnout was measured using Friedman and Farber’s
(1992) 10-item scale that measures emotional exhaustion. Results showed that the
transformational leadership mean was higher than the transactional leadership mean. The
results for motivation were very similar, with autonomous motivation scoring higher than
controlled motivation.
Finally, data showed that the sample scored very low on teacher burnout. One
possibility for the low score for teacher burnout could be that the teachers in the sample were
all part of a summer professional development workshop that they voluntarily signed up for.
Perhaps teachers experiencing burnout would not have volunteered. In addition, because the
teachers attending the professional development workshop had to volunteer to be part of the
study, selection bias may have occurred. Eyal and Roth (2011) noted this in their findings.
However, they also stated, “Examining the hypothesized associations among these teachers
seems to be a strong test for the study hypotheses, because it may convey that principals may
undermine or increase burnout even among highly motivated teachers who score low on
measures of burnout” (p. 265).
Furthermore, an examination of the correlational data supported Eyal and Roth’s (2011)
hypotheses. The data showed a significant negative correlation between transformational
leadership and burnout. The opposite was true with transactional leadership. In this case,
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transactional leadership showed a significant positive relationship with teacher burnout. Eyal
and Roth also found no significant relationship between transformational leadership and
controlled motivation. However, there was a significant positive relationship between
transformational leadership and autonomous motivation. The opposite was found to be true for
transactional leadership. Data showed transactional leadership did not correlate with
autonomous motivation but correlated positively and significantly with controlled motivation.
These results show the type of motivation experienced by the teacher acted as a partial
mediator between principal leadership type and teacher burnout (Eyal & Roth, 2011).
Therefore, results of the study show that principal leadership style as perceived by teachers was
a predictor of the motivation type teachers experienced and their feeling of exhaustion (Eyal &
Roth, 2011)

Summary

Higher quality teaching, improved student learning, teachers’ well-being, and increased
job satisfaction are all proven outcomes associated with autonomous motivation in teachers
(Bass, 1985; Eyal & Roth, 2011; Leithwood, 1994). Scholars have begun to look at the impact
principal leadership style has on creating an environment where autonomous motivation can
thrive.
Gagne and Deci’s (2005) research demonstrates the importance of a leader’s behavior
on a subordinate’s motivation in a work setting. They found that autonomy-supportive work
environments are ones in which leaders allow employees to discuss their own perspectives,
provide more choices, and encourage employees to take initiative (Gagne & Deci, 2005).
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Gagne and Deci’s (2005) findings also indicate that leadership that is engaged in controlling
behaviors predicts controlled motivation in teachers.
Furthermore, Gagne and Deci’s (2005) findings show that controlled motivation acted
as a partial mediator between transactional leadership practices and low teacher job
satisfaction. In addition, many studies researched leadership behaviors’ effect on teachers’ job
satisfaction but have failed to investigate the processes underlying that relationship (Eyal &
Roth, 2011).
This study examined the effect of perceived principal leadership behaviors on teacher
motivation and job satisfaction. Bass and Avolio’s (1997) FRL model was used as the
theoretical base from which to explore principal leadership behaviors, and it categorizes
leadership behaviors into three categories (e.g., transformational, transactional, and
passive/avoidant). Gagne and Deci’s (2005) SDT provides a theoretical foundation for this
study’s exploration of teacher motivation along a motivation continuum that goes from
amotivation to intrinsic motivation. In addition, SDT allows for the various forms of motivation
to be categorized as autonomous or controlled motivation. Furthermore, this study examined
whether teacher motivation was a mediating factor between principal leadership behaviors and
teacher job satisfaction. Research questions were designed to better explore these issues
through a quantitative analysis that provided data to answer those research questions.

Research Questions

School principals have an ever-greater amount of pressure placed on them to implement
school reforms that are aimed at improving student performance while increasing teacher
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accountability. Therefore, studying the construct of principal leadership behaviors and its
association with teacher motivation and job satisfaction is the focus of this study. This section
introduces this study’s research questions and the accompanying hypotheses along with
highlights from the literature review to support each question.

Research Question 1: How do a principal’s leadership behaviors relate to teacher motivation?

Hypothesis 1: There will be a positive relationship between principal transformational
leadership practices and teachers’ autonomous motivation.

Geijsel et al. (2003) reported that principals who engaged in transformational behaviors
with their teachers created an environment that allowed for a more democratic workplace that
supported individual autonomy. Leithwood (1994) and Leithwood and Mascall (2008) reported
that transformational principals do not control or manage teachers but instead share leadership
with teachers and create a workplace that supports individual teaching styles. Bass and Avolio
(1997) also reported that principals who engage in the transformational behaviors of individual
support, intellectual support, and personal vision have teachers who reported feeling freer in
their ability to take chances and make decisions.
Gagne and Deci (2005) defined autonomy as “acting with a sense of volition and having
the experience of choice” (p. 334). Autonomy also allows a teacher to experience the action he
or she is involved in with self-reflection and a greater sense of being self-determined (Deci &
Ryan, 1985). Principals who engage in transformational leadership practices are therefore
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creating an environment that supports this definition of autonomy, which should increase the
level of autonomy their teachers experience.

Hypothesis 2: There will be a positive relationship between principal transactional leadership
practices and teachers’ controlled motivation.

Transactional leadership by school principals is based on rewards for compliance, and
principals who practice transactional leadership rely on control of followers to reach their goals
(Eyal & Roth, 2011). A transactional principal has a heavy focus on maintaining efficiency
and compliance to school rules and norms (Bass & Avolio, 1994). Transactional principals
identify what actions teachers need to complete in order to meet the principals’ desired
outcomes. Transactional principals also understand that subordinates have needs, and they
clarify how those needs will be met if the desired outcomes are attained (Avolio, 2010).
Transactional principal leadership behaviors create an environment that relies on extrinsic
rewards for teachers who accomplish their principal’s goals. Deci and Ryan (2000) stated that
the use of extrinsic rewards has been shown to induce controlled motivation. According to Deci
and Ryan (2000), controlled motivation involves “acting with a sense of pressure, a sense of
having to engage in the actions” (p. 334). Principals who engage in transactional leadership
practices are creating an environment that relies on control of teachers to meet the end goals.
The belief is that transactional leadership behaviors lead to teachers reporting higher levels of
controlled motivation than teachers who do not work for a transactional principal.
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Research Question 2: How do principal leadership behaviors relate to teacher job satisfaction?

Hypothesis 3: Principal transformational leadership behaviors will relate positively to teacher
job satisfaction.

Bass (1985) reported that principals who exhibited the transformational leadership
factors of idealized influence, intellectual stimulation, and individualized consideration were
found to be more satisfying to work for. A meta-analysis conducted by Leithwood et al. (1999)
confirmed Bass’s findings and also reported that principals who engaged in transformational
leadership behaviors had teachers on staff who also reported higher levels of job satisfaction.
However, there is some ambiguity within the research about (Bass, 1985; Leithwood et al.,
1999) whether a principal’s transformational behaviors make a teacher more satisfied with his
or her job or whether those behaviors make him or her more satisfied with the principal. This
study attempted to clarify that ambiguity.

Hypothesis 4: Principal transactional leadership behaviors will relate negatively to teacher job
satisfaction.

The relationship between leadership behaviors and employee job satisfaction was tested
by Bass (1985) using the MLQ. In his results, he stated that leaders engaging in
transformational leadership behaviors were more satisfying to work for than leaders engaging
in transactional leadership behaviors. However, Bass (1985) reported that the transactional
leadership factor of contingent reward was also associated with higher levels of teacher
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satisfaction. Leithwood et al. (1999) confirmed Bass’s finding through a meta-analysis of the
literature on the topic. Leithwood et al. found through this meta-analysis that transactional
leadership factors, except for contingent reward, had no association with teachers being more
satisfied with their principals. However, being satisfied with your principal and being satisfied
with your job are two different constructs. This study examined the effect leadership behaviors
have on teacher job satisfaction. Bass (1985) and Leithwood et al. (1999) gave empirical
evidence through their findings that transactional leadership practices may have a negative
association with teacher job satisfaction.
Other studies that have directly researched TLT and job satisfaction have focused on the
association of transformational leadership behaviors, and they have failed to closely examine
the association between transactional leadership practices and teacher job satisfaction. Bono
and Judge (2003) conducted research on transformational leadership behaviors and their effect
on employee job satisfaction. Again the association was positive between transformational
leadership behaviors and high levels of employee job satisfaction. Eyal and Roth (2011)
confirmed these findings. Transactional leadership behaviors by principals and their
relationship to teacher job satisfaction currently represents a gap in the literature and is one this
study examined.

Research Question 3: Does teacher motivation mediate the relationship between principal
leadership behaviors and teacher job satisfaction?

Hypothesis 5: Autonomous motivation in teachers will mediate the relationship between
transformational leadership behaviors of the principal and teacher job satisfaction.
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Research conducted by Bono and Judge (2003) showed there was a strong association
between transformational leadership behaviors and high levels of employee job satisfaction.
Shamir et al. (1993) asserted that transformational leadership practices create a work
environment that supports individual choice and autonomy. Kark and Dijk (2007) found that
transformational leadership practices promote goals that are closely aligned to the ideals and
hopes of the employees. Deci and Ryan (1985) believed that in order for autonomous
motivation to take place, the employee must have the three psychological needs of competence,
relatedness, and autonomy met. Transformational leadership practices work to support each of
these needs.
Eyal and Roth (2011) found that transformational leadership practices of a principal
were positively correlated with autonomous motivation of teachers and negatively correlated
with teacher burnout. Conversely, they found that transactional leadership behaviors of a
principal were positively correlated with controlled motivation of teachers and positively
correlated with teacher burnout. The findings from the studies by Bono and Judge (2003) and
Kark and Dijk (2007) suggest that principals who engage in transformational leadership
behaviors would have teachers who report higher levels of job satisfaction. The results of Eyal
and Roth (2011) seem to support the hypothesis that autonomous motivation may mediate the
relations between transformational leadership practices and teacher job satisfaction.

Hypothesis 6: Controlled motivation in teachers will mediate the relationship between
transactional leadership behaviors of the principal and teacher job satisfaction.
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Transactional leadership is based on extrinsic rewards for compliance to rules or goals.
Principals who engage in transactional practices often rely on control of teachers to reach an
end goal (Eyal & Roth, 2011). This external consequence tends to be experienced by the
teachers as a form of controlled motivation (Deci & Ryan, 2000). Eyal and Roth (2011) found
that transactional leadership behaviors of a principal were positively correlated with controlled
motivation of teachers and also positively correlated with teacher burnout. This study, along
with research by Bass (1985) on transactional leadership practices and Deci and Ryan’s (2000)
research on the effects of controlled motivation, supports the idea that controlled motivation
mediates the relations between a principal’s transactional leadership practices and low levels of
teacher job satisfaction.

CHAPTER 3

METHODS

Introduction

This was a quantitative correlational study designed to explore the relationships among
principal leadership style, teacher motivation, and teacher job satisfaction. One of the goals of
this study was to better understand the relationship between principal leadership behaviors and
teacher job satisfaction. Furthermore, this study examined teacher motivation as a mediator
between principal leadership behaviors and teacher job satisfaction. The results of this study
add to the current research in school leadership and aid in the development of better training
programs and ongoing professional development for principals.

Participants

Study participants were teachers from select elementary, middle, and high schools
throughout the state of Illinois. The participants in this study represented a convenience sample
from schools in which the researcher had established a professional relationship with district
administrators. Chosen districts in the state of Illinois were contacted and invited to participate
in this study. This process resulted in an ideal sample size of 154 participants. All certified
classroom teachers in Grades K-12 were invited to participate in this study.
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Research Design

The research design for this study was a quantitative correlational study. A correlational
design was chosen to determine whether there was a relationship between the variables being
examined in this study. The participants in this study were asked to complete an online survey
that was designed to identify their principals’ leadership styles, their self-reported level of
autonomous or controlled motivation, and their level of job satisfaction. Participants’ responses
to the survey items on motivation and job satisfaction were compared to their perceptions of
their principals’ leadership styles. The independent variable in this study was perceived
principal leadership style (e.g., transformational, transactional, or laissez-faire). The dependent
variables were level of autonomous or controlled motivation experienced by the teacher and
level of teacher job satisfaction.

Measures

Based on a literature review of teachers’ perceptions of their principals’ leadership
styles and their effect on teachers’ motivation and job satisfaction, three questionnaires were
used to measure the constructs of principal leadership style, teacher motivation, and teacher job
satisfaction.
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The Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire Form 5X

To measure teachers’ perceptions of their principals’ leadership styles, the MLQ
Form5X (Bass & Avolio, 1997) was used. The MLQ has been the predominant survey used
over the last 30 years by organizations to differentiate effective leaders from ineffective leaders
(Bass & Avolio, 1993, 1997). In its current version, the MLQ Form 5X measures nine
leadership factors theoretically grounded in Bass’s (1985) FRL model.
The original version of the MLQ created by Bass (1985) consists of 73 self-response
items, each answered on a 5-point Likert-type scale. For example, an item on this version of the
MLQ states, “Commands respect from everyone” (Bass, 1985, p. 202). Respondents choose
one of the following five choices for their answer: A = Very Satisfied, B = Fairly Satisfied, C =
Neither Satisfied nor Dissatisfied, D = Somewhat Dissatisfied, or E = Very Dissatisfied. In
Bass’s (1985) original study, the MLQ was administered to 176 participants attending a
leadership training course at the Army War College. Participants were asked to answer the
items on the questionnaire in reference to their immediate supervisor. Bass (1985) conducted a
factor analysis of the responses and identified three categories of leadership and six subsection
factors of leadership. The three categories of leadership behavior were transformational,
transactional, and laissez-faire leadership. Six subsection factors were also identified (Bass &
Avolio, 1989; Bogler, 2001). See Table 1 for a list of the subsection factors in Bass’s (1985)
original FRL model.
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Table 1
Original Six Leadership Factors of the FRL Model
Transformational factors
Transactional factors
Charisma/inspiration
Contingent reward
Intellectual stimulation
Active management by exception
Individualized consideration

Laissez-faire
Passive/avoidant

Since Bass (1985) created the MLQ, it has undergone several revisions. The current
version is the MLQ Form 5X that consists of 36 items that load onto nine leadership factors.
Each of the nine leadership factors has four items in the survey. Participants answer items on a
5-point Likert-type scale (0 = Not at All to 4 = Frequently, if not always). See Table 2 for the
nine leadership factors in Bass’s current version of the FRL model.
All scale reliabilities were reported by Bass and Avolio (1997) to exceed standard cutoffs for internal consistency recommended in the literature. These scale scores were based on
others evaluating their immediate supervisor and came from nine samples (N = 2,154). See
Table 3 for a full listing of the items and alpha reliability coefficients of the various forms.

The Multidimensional Work Motivation Scale

Teachers’ self-reported level of autonomous or controlled motivation was measured
using the MWMS (Gagne et al., 2014). The scale measures workers’ motivation along a
modified SDT continuum and consists of subscales that measure six constructs. The six
constructs represented in the scale are amotivation, extrinsic regulation-social, extrinsic
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regulation-material, introjected regulation, identified regulation, and intrinsic motivation
(Gagne et al., 2014).

Table 2
Leadership Factors of Bass’s Current Version of the FRL Model
Transformational factors
Idealized attributes
Idealized behaviors
Inspirational motivation
Intellectual stimulation
Individualized
consideration

Transactional factors
Contingent reward
Management by exceptionactive

Passive/avoidant behavior
Management by exceptionpassive
Laissez-faire

The MWMS was originally developed in 2010. It has undergone revision that has led to
the most recent version developed in 2014 (Gagne et al., 2014). The current version was
developed with an initial pool of 55 items. An exploratory factor analysis was conducted with
those 55 items to examine the relationship between each item tested and autonomy,
competence, and relatedness needs (Gagne et al., 2014). SDT postulates that these three
psychological needs (autonomy, competence, and relatedness) are required for psychological
health and well-being. In addition, SDT theorizes they must be present to support intrinsic
motivation within individuals (Deci & Ryan, 1985). Of the original 55 items tested, items were
retained that (a) loaded onto their corresponding factor across all three languages (i.e., loading
> .50) English, French, and Dutch; (b) did not also load onto other subscales (i.e., loading <

59
.20); and (c) were most intuitively related to these three needs (Gagne et al., 2014). This
analysis of the original pool of 55 items led to a final version of 32 items.

Table 3
Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire Form 5X (Bass & Avolio, 1997, p. 120)
Subscale

Contingent reward
*Alpha = .68

Question
number
1
11
16
35

Intellectual stimulation
*Alpha = .77

2
8
30
32

Management by
exception (passive)
*Alpha = .70

3
12
17
20

Management by
exception (active)
*Alpha = .76

Laissez-faire
*Alpha = .72

4

Wording
Provides me with assistance in exchange for my efforts
Discusses in specific terms who is responsible for achieving
performance targets
Makes clear what one can expect to receive when
performance goals are reached
Expresses satisfaction when I meet expectations
Reexamines critical assumptions to question whether they are
appropriate or not
Seeks differentiating perspectives when solving problems
Gets me to look at problems from many different angles
Suggest new ways of looking at how to complete
assignments
Fails to interfere until problems become serious
Waits for things to go wrong before taking action
Shows that he/she is a firm believer in "If it ain't broke, don’t
fix it.”
Demonstrates that problems must become chronic before
taking action

24
27

Focuses attention on irregularities, mistakes, exceptions,
and deviations from standards
Concentrates his/her full attention on dealing with mistakes,
complaints, and failures
Keeps track of all mistakes
Directs my attention toward failures to meet standards

5
7
28
33

Avoids getting involved when important issues arise
Is absent when needed
Avoids making decisions
Delays responding to urgent questions

22

(Continue on following page)
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Table 3 (continued)
Subscale

Question
number

Wording

Idealized influence
(behavior)
*Alpha = .71

6
14
23
34

Talks about his/her most important values and beliefs
Specifies the importance of having a strong sense of purpose
Considers the moral and ethical consequences of decisions
Emphasizes the importance of having a collective sense of
mission

Idealized influence
(behavior)
*Alpha = .71

6
14
23
34

Talks about his/her most important values and beliefs
Specifies the importance of having a strong sense of purpose
Considers the moral and ethical consequences of decisions
Emphasizes the importance of having a collective sense of
mission

Inspirational motivation
*Alpha = .82

9
13
26
36

Talks optimistically about the future
Talks enthusiastically about what needs to be accomplished
Articulates a compelling vision of the future
Expresses confidence that goals will be achieved

Idealized influence
(attributed)
*Alpha = .77

10
18
21
25

Instills pride in me for being associated with him/her
Goes beyond self-interest for the good of the group
Acts in ways that builds my respect
Displays a sense of power and confidence

Individual consideration
*Alpha = .76

15
19

Spends time teaching and coaching
Treats me as an individual rather than just as a member of a
group
Considers me as having different needs, abilities, and
aspirations from others
Helps me to develop my strengths

29
31

Note. *Bass & Avolio, 1997.

A second round of data collection with the 32-item scale was conducted in nine
countries to further validate the factor structure of the MWMS. Gagne et al.’s (2014) goal was
to have a succinct measure with internally consistent subscales for amotivation, external
regulation-social, external regulation-material, introjected regulation, identified regulation, and
intrinsic motivation. In addition, Gagne et al. sought to achieve the three-factor second-order
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structure previously discussed (e.g., amotivation, controlled motivation, and autonomous
motivation). A CFA was also conducted (a) to validate the model fit in multiple languages, (b)
to better investigate the fit of factor structure in other languages, and (c) to further examine
correlations between subscales (Gagne et al., 2014). In its current version, the MWMS
participants are asked to respond to the following stem question: “Why do you put effort(s) into
your current job?” The participants then responded to each of the 19 scale items using a 7-point
Likert-type scale (1 = Not at All, 7 = Completely). See Table 4 for a full listing of the 19 items
and internal consistency coefficients of the various forms.

The Job Satisfaction Survey

Teachers’ self-reported job satisfaction was measured using the JSS. The JSS measures
job satisfaction of employees working within public or not-for-profit sectors (Spector, 1985).
According to Spector, most of the norms found in leading job satisfaction surveys are based on
private-sector, for-profit businesses that limit generalizability to the public sector. The JSS fills
this gap and consists of a nine-construct scale consisting of 36 items, with four items loading
onto each construct. See Table 5 for a full listing of the nine constructs measured by the JSS
and their definitions.
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Table 4
The Multidimensional Work Motivational Scale (Gagne & Deci, 2005, p. 19; Stem Question:
“Why do you put effort(s) into your current job?”)
Subscale
Amotivation
(Am)
*Alpha = .79
Extrinsic regulation
(social) (Ext-Soc)
*Alpha = .76

Question
number
Am1
Am2
Am3
Ext-Soc1
Ext-Soc2
Ext- Soc3

Extrinsic regulation
(material)(Ext-Soc)
*Alpha = .76

Ext-Mat1

Wording
I don't, because I really feel that I'm wasting my time at work.
I do little because I don't think this work is worth putting efforts into.
I don't know why I'm doing this job, it’s pointless work.
To get others' approval (e.g., supervisors, colleagues, family, clients…).
Because others will respect me more (e.g., supervisors, colleagues, family,
clients…).
To avoid being criticized by other (e.g., supervisors, colleagues, family, clients…).

Ext-Mat3

Because others will reward me financially only if I put enough
effort in my job (e.g., employer, supervisor…).
Because others offer me greater job security if I put enough
effort in my job (e.g., employer, supervisor…).
Because I risk losing my job if I don't put enough effort in it.

Introjected
regulation (Introj)
*Alpha = .70

Introj1
Introj2
Intorj3
Introj4

Because I have to prove to myself I can.
Because it makes me feel proud of myself.
Because otherwise I feel ashamed of myself.
Because otherwise I feel bad about myself.

Identified
regulation (Ident)
*Alpha = .75

Ident1
Ident2
Ident3

Because I personally consider it important to efforts in this job.
Because putting efforts in this job aligns with my personal values.
Because putting efforts in this job has personal significance to me.

Intrinsic
motivation
(Intrin)
*Alpha = .90

Intrin1
Intrin2
Intrin3

Because I have fun doing my job.
Because what I do in my job is exciting.
Because the work I do is interesting.

Ext- Mat2

Note. * Gagne & Deci, 2005.
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Table 5
The Nine Factors Measured by the JSS (Spector, 1985)
Construct

Definition

Pay
Promotion

Pay and remuneration
Promotion opportunities

Supervision

Immediate supervisor

Fringe benefits
Contingent rewards

Monetary and nonmonetary fringe benefits
Appreciation, recognition, and rewards for good work

Operating procedures

Operating policies and procedures

Coworkers

People you work with

Nature of work

Job tasks themselves

Communication

Communication within the organization

The JSS is based on the theoretical concept that job satisfaction reflects an attitudinal
reaction to a job. The literature supports this view and defines job satisfaction as an “emotionalaffective response to a job or specific aspects of a job” (Spector, 1985, p. 695). Spector’s
research supports the belief that job satisfaction represents a group of evaluative feelings about
a job, such as autonomy, commitment, worker perceptions of supervisory consideration, and
supervisory concern for workers’ welfare and overall level of satisfaction. In addition to the
JSS reporting scores for each of the nine constructs, it also reports an overall attitude score as a
combination of the nine job satisfaction constructs measured.
In developing the JSS, Spector (1985) first defined the topics of interest based on a
literature review of studies on job satisfaction. From each study, a list of underlying topics of
job satisfaction was made and nine that were the most common and conceptually meaningful
were chosen for the survey (Spector, 1985). This led to the original survey having nine
constructs and 74 items. The initial survey was administered to a pilot sample of 49 subjects.
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Spector (1985) calculated part-whole correlations for each of the items with its subscale. Items
were retained if they had a part-whole correlation of at least .45. After this process, the item
pool dropped to 34 with two more items added so there would be 36 items with four items
loading onto each of the nine constructs. The current version of the JSS asks participants to
answer item questions using a 6-point Likert-type scale (1 =Disagree Very Much, 6 = Agree
Very Much). A sample of 2,870 workers was used to determine internal consistency reliability
for each of the nine subscales. See Table 6 for a full listing of the items and alpha reliability
coefficients of the constructs.

Demographic Information

In addition to the three instruments discussed thus far, this study’s survey includes a
number of demographic questions, such as gender, type of school where participants teach
(e.g., elementary school K-5, middle school 6-8, or high school 9-12), and number of years
teaching. Demographic information provided a way to exclude school administrators and
nonclassroom staff from participating in this study. This study’s entire survey, including all
demographic questions, is shown in Appendix A.

Study Procedure

School email addresses of study participants were obtained from the schools
participating in this study. An email with an embedded survey link was sent to individual
participants via his or her school email account. See Appendix B for the invitation to participate
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Table 6
The Job Satisfaction Survey (Spector, 1985)
Subscale
Pay
*Alpha = .75

Question
number
1
10
19
28

Wording
I feel I am being paid a fair amount for the work I do.
Raises are too far and few between.
I feel unappreciated by the organization when I think about what they pay me.
I feel satisfied with my chances for salary increases.

Promotion
*Alpha = .73

2
11
20
33

There is really too little chance for promotion on my job.
Those who do well on the job stand a fair chance of being promoted.
People get ahead as fast here as they do in other places.
I am satisfied with my chances for promotion.

Supervision
*Alpha = .82

3
12
21
30

My principal is quite competent in doing his/her job.
My principal is unfair to me.
My principal shows too little interest in the feelings of subordinates.
I like my principal.

Fringe benefits
*Alpha = .73

4
13
29
22

I am not satisfied with the benefits I receive.
The benefits we receive are as good as most other organizations offer.
There are benefits we do not have which we should.
The benefit package we have is equitable.

Contingent rewards
*Alpha = .76

32
23
14
5

I don't feel my efforts are rewarded the way they should be.
There are few rewards for those who work here.
I don’t feel that the work I do is appreciated.
When I do a good job, I receive the recognition that I should receive.

Operating procedures
*Alpha = .62

6
15
24
33

Many of our rules and procedures make doing a good job difficult.
There are few rewards for those who work here.
I don’t not feel that the work I do is appreciated.
When I do a good job, I receive the recognition for it that I should receive.

Coworkers
*Alpha = .60

7
16
34
25

I like the people I work with.
I find I have to work harder at my job because of the incompetence of the
people I work with.
There is too much bickering and fighting at work.
I enjoy my coworkers.

Communication
*Alpha = .71

9
18
26
36

Communications seem good within this organization.
The goals of this organization are not clear to me.
I often feel that I do not know what is going on with this organization.
Work assignments are not fully explained.

Nature of Work
*Alpha = .78

8
17
27
35

I sometimes feel my job is meaningless.
I like doing the things I do at work.
I feel a sense of pride and joy in doing my job.
My job is enjoyable.

Note. * Spector, 1985.
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in this study. This link led each participant to the survey where additional information about
this study was provided and participants were asked to provide their consent. Participants who
consented were then directed to the survey. Participants responded to the online survey via
Qualtrics. All participants’ identities and responses remained anonymous. Responses were
collected and stored online. When data collection was complete, participants’ responses were
downloaded to Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) and then deleted from
Qualtrics’ storage.

Data Analyses

A preliminary analysis of survey data was conducted in order to provide information
about the study sample and examine the relationship among primary variables. This included
descriptive statistics and reliability coefficients about the three instruments. Therefore, this
study examined the relationship between the independent variable of principal leadership style
and the dependent variables of teacher motivation and job satisfaction.
The research questions were grouped into two types of questions, and therefore two
types of data analyses were conducted. Research Questions 1 and 2 examined the relationships
between the independent variable of principal leadership style and the dependent variables of
teacher motivation and job satisfaction, respectively. Therefore, a bivariate correlation was
used to measure the magnitude of these relationships.
Research Question 3 examined teacher motivation as mediating the relationship
between principal leadership behaviors and teacher job satisfaction. Therefore, a mediation

67
analysis was conducted to examine the potential role of a teacher’s autonomous or controlled
motivation being a mediator between principal leadership style and teacher job satisfaction.

Research Questions

Research Question 1: How do a principal’s leadership behaviors relate to teacher motivation?

Hypothesis 1: There will be a positive relationship between principal transformational
leadership practices and teachers’ autonomous motivation.

Hypothesis 2: There will be a positive relationship between principal transactional leadership
practices and teachers’ controlled motivation.

Research Question 2: How do principal leadership behaviors relate to teacher job satisfaction?

Hypothesis 3: Principal transformational leadership behaviors will relate positively to teacher
job satisfaction.

Hypothesis 4: Principal transactional leadership behaviors will relate negatively to teacher job
satisfaction.

Research Question 3: Does teacher motivation mediate the relationship between principal
leadership behaviors and teacher job satisfaction?
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Hypothesis 5: Autonomous motivation in teachers will mediate the relationship between
transformational leadership behaviors of the principal and teacher job satisfaction.

Hypothesis 6: Controlled motivation in teachers will mediate the relationship between
transactional leadership behaviors of the principal and teacher job satisfaction.

CHAPTER 4

RESULTS
In this chapter, the results of the data analyses are presented. The data were collected,
processed, and analyzed in response to the research questions posed in Chapter 3 of this
dissertation. This chapter provides descriptive statistics and a preliminary analysis of the data
for each research question. Question 1 examines the relationship between principal leadership
behaviors and teacher motivation. Question 2 examines the relationship between principal
leadership behaviors and teacher job satisfaction. Question 3 examines teacher motivation as a
mediator between principal leadership behaviors and teacher job satisfaction. Finally,
additional findings from the data are presented along with implications for educational leaders.

Preliminary Analyses

There were three instruments administered for this study: the MLQ Form 5X (Bass &
Avolio, 1997) measures leadership behaviors; the MWMS (Gagne et al., 2014) measures
motivation; and the JSS (Spector, 1985) measures job satisfaction. The data from these
instruments were initially examined utilizing descriptive statistics. Of the 232 respondents who
started this study’s survey, 75 dropped out before completion. As a result, 157 teachers were
initially included in the data set. Thirty-four of the 157 respondents failed to answer all items in
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the questionnaire. Therefore, mean substitution was done through SPSS on missing items in
each of the three scales’ subscales if a respondent had answered at least 75% of the items on
that instrument. If a respondent failed to answer at least 75% of items within a subscale, that
score was not calculated for that participant (Pigott, 2001). See Table 7 for descriptive
demographic statistics of the full study sample.
As previously noted, the MLQ Form 5X includes nine factors related to principal
leadership behaviors that are categorized within three subgroups: Transformational Leadership
Behaviors (Idealized Attributes, Idealized Behaviors, Inspirational Motivation, Intellectual
Stimulation, Individualized Consideration), Transactional Leadership Behaviors (Contingent
Reward, Management by Exception - Active), and Passive/Avoidant Leadership Behaviors
(Management by Exception - Passive and Laissez-Faire Factor). Responses are scored on a 5point Likert-type scale. Mean scores for the MLQ Form 5X used in this study are presented in
Table 8.
All reported means for each factor of the MLQ Form 5X in this study were comparable
with means reported by Bass and Avolio (1997) during their validity and reliability testing. The
transactional leadership behavior mean of the contingent reward factor (M = 3.54, SD = 0.91) is
higher than the means for the transformational leadership behaviors of intellectual stimulation
(M = 3.38, SD = 0.98) and individual inspiration (M = 3.29, SD = 1.02).
Bass and Avolio (1997) also reported, while testing the MLQ Form 5X for validity and
reliability, the contingent reward factor often has a mean score that is comparable in magnitude
to transformational leadership behaviors. Transformational leadership behaviors and contingent
reward are positive forms of leadership (Bass, 1985). Deci (1971) found that positive verbal
rewards can be experienced as a positive leadership behavior. The MLQ Form 5X uses positive
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Table 7
Demographic Descriptives for the Total Sample
Sample
Total

N
154

% total sample
100.00

Male
Female

44
111

28.00
72.00

Asian
Black
Hispanic/Latino
Native American
White
Other

1
1
7
1
143
1

0.65
0.65
4.55
0.65
92.86
0.65

21-25 years old
26-34 years old
35-54 years old
55+ years old

6
43
86
19

03.90
27.92
27.92
12.34

0-5 years of experience
6-11 years of experience
12-17 years of experience
18-22 years of experience
Over 22 years of experience

17
41
43
23
30

11.04
26.62
65.58
14.94
19.48

K-2nd grade
3rd-5th grade
6th-8th grade
9th-12th grade

18
35
26
75

11.69
22.73
16.88
48.70

Urban school district
Suburban school district
Rural school district

5
92
57

03.25
59.74
37.01

72
verbal statements for questionnaire items representing contingent reward. Therefore, the mean
score for the transactional leadership behavior factor of contingent reward tends to be as high
as the transformational leadership behavior factors (Bass & Avolio, 1997).

Table 8
Means Scores for the MLQ Form 5X
Variable
Idealized attributes
Idealized behaviors
Inspirational motivation
Intellectual stimulation
Individual inspiration
Total transformational

n
151
152
151
152
152
153

Range
4.00
3.75
4.00
4.00
4.00
3.60

Mean (SD)
3.73 (0.96)
3.79 (0.91)
4.00 (1.01)
3.38 (0.98)
3.29 (1.02)
3.64 (0.89)

Contingent reward
Management by exception - active
Total transactional

152
151
152

4.00
4.00
3.75

3.54 (0.91)
2.31 (0.94)
3.05 (0.63)

Management by exception - passive
Laissez-faire
Total passive/avoidant

148
152
152

3.75
4.00
3.63

2.53 (0.90)
2.04 (1.00)
2.18 (0.91)

Furthermore, the mean of the contingent reward factor is M = 3.54, SD = 0.91, while
the transactional leadership behavior mean of the management by exception-active factor is M
= 2.31, SD = 0.94. In this study, survey items representing the transactional leadership factors
of contingent reward and management by exception-active have opposite directional
statements. See Table 4.
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Items for the contingent reward factor are worded positively. For example, Item 35
states, “Expresses satisfaction when I meet expectations.” In contrast, items for the management
by exception-active factor are negatively worded. An example is Item 27: “Directs my attention
toward failures to meet standards.” Although both factors are transactional leadership
behaviors, the contingent reward factor’s positive item wording and the management by
exception-active factor’s negative item wording may have led study respondents to perceive
and respond to them very differently.
The MWMS measures six subscales related to types of teacher motivation which are
categorized into three subgroups: amotivation, controlled motivation (extrinsic regulationmaterial, extrinsic regulation-social, and introjected regulation), and autonomous motivation
(identified regulation, intrinsic motivation). The items are scored on a 7-point Likert-type scale.
Results of this study show the mean scores are lowest for amotivation and highest for
autonomous motivation. An increase of the mean scores from amotivation to autonomous
motivation was also reported by Gagne et al. (2014). Mean scores for the MWMS are presented
in Table 9.
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Table 9
Mean Scores for the MWMS
Variable
Amotivation

n
146

Range
6.00

Mean (SD)
1.23 (0.76)

Extrinsic regulation - material
Extrinsic regulation - social
Introjected regulation
Total controlled motivation

146
145
146
146

6.00
6.00
6.00
5.25

2.95 (1.49)
3.32 (1.61)
5.00 (1.47)
3.75 (1.16)

Identified regulation
Intrinsic motivation
Total autonomous motivation

146
146
146

6.00
6.00
6.00

6.75 (0.84)
5.93 (1.22)
6.25 (0.92)

The JSS has nine subscales related to job satisfaction and a total job satisfaction score.
The items are scored on a 6-point Likert-type scale. All reported means in this study for each of
the nine constructs and total job satisfaction score are in line with reported means (Spector,
1985). Mean scores for the JSS are presented in Table 10.

Table 10
Mean Scores for the JSS
Variable
Pay
Promotion
Supervision
Fringe benefits
Contingent reward
Operating procedures
Coworkers
Communications
Nature of work
Total job satisfaction

n
145
137
145
144
143
143
143
144
145
137

Range
5.00
4.50
5.00
5.00
4.75
5.00
5.00
4.75
5.00
4.76

Mean (SD)
3.68 (1.16)
3.30 (1.08)
4.77 (1.28)
3.78 (1.07)
3.76 (1.14)
3.16 (1.03)
4.70 (0.97)
3.93 (1.21)
5.17 (0.79)
4.07 (0.71)
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In addition to descriptive statistics, Cronbach’s alpha coefficients were calculated and
compared to alpha coefficients reported in the literature for each of the three instruments (MLQ
Form 5X, MWMS, and JSS) used in this study (see Table 11). This comparison ensured the
measures demonstrated adequate reliability with the current sample.

Table 11
Instrument Reliability Comparison
Measure

Variable

MLQ*

Idealized attributes
Idealized behaviors
Inspirational motivation
Intellectual stimulation
Individual inspiration
Total transformational
Contingent reward
Management by exception - active
Total transactional
Management by exception - passive
Laissez-faire
Total passive/avoidant

MWMS**

JSS***

Number
of items
in scale

Norm
sample
α

Current
study
α

4
4
4
4
4
20
4
4
8
4
4
8

0.77
0.71
0.82
0.77
0.76
N/A
0.68
0.76
N/A
0.70
0.72
N/A

0.81
0.82
0.91
0.84
0.80
0.96
0.77
0.72
0.64
0.78
0.83
0.92

Amotivation
Extrinsic regulation - material
Extrinsic regulation - social
Introjected regulation
Total controlled
Identified regulation
Intrinsic motivation
Total autonomous

3
3
3
4
10
3
3
6

0.79
0.76
0.76
0.70
N/A
0.75
0.90
N/A

0.78
0.79
0.85
0.82
0.92
0.93
0.96
0.91

Pay
Promotion
Supervision
Fringe benefits
Contingent reward
Operating procedures
Coworkers
Communications
Nature of work
Total JSS alpha

4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4

0.75
0.73
0.82
0.73
0.76
0.62
0.60
0.71
0.78
0.91

0.77
0.50
0.89
0.58
0.78
0.43
0.75
0.82
0.80
0.91

Note. Sources for norm sample alpha coefficients: * Bass & Avolio, 1997, ** Gagne et al.,
2014, ***Spector, 1985.
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Although the JSS has an alpha coefficient for the variable of total job satisfaction, the
MLQ Form 5X and MWMS did not have previous alpha coefficients calculated for the
variables of total transformational leadership, total transactional leadership, total
passive/avoidant leadership, total autonomous motivation, and total controlled motivation.
Alpha coefficients for these variables were calculated using SPSS in order to ensure adequate
reliability with this study.
However, the variable of total transactional leadership has a low alpha of .64. Because
of the low reliability and the previously stated concern over item wording for contingent reward
and management by exception-active, I did not include total transactional leadership in further
analyses. Therefore, this study examines the individual transactional leadership behaviors of
contingent reward and management by exception-active and their relationship to total
controlled motivation and total job satisfaction.
The following section details the types of analysis and findings used to answer this
study’s research questions and supporting hypotheses. Questions 1 and 2 used Pearson
correlations to examine the relationships between principal leadership behaviors, teacher
motivation, and teacher job satisfaction. Question 3 is answered through a mediation analysis
that examined teacher motivation as a potential mediator between the relationship of principal
leadership behaviors and teacher job satisfaction.

Research Question 1

Research Question 1: How do a principal’s leadership behaviors relate to teacher motivation?
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Hypothesis 1: There will be a positive relationship between principal transformational
leadership practices and teachers’ autonomous motivation. - Supported

Analyses were conducted to address Research Question 1 and its two hypotheses.
Pearson correlations were calculated to examine relationships among individual
transformational leadership behaviors and individual autonomous motivations. In addition,
Pearson correlations were calculated to examine the relationship between total transformational
leadership behaviors and total autonomous motivation.
The individual transformational leadership behaviors are idealized attributes, idealized
behaviors, inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulation, and individualized consideration.
The individual autonomous motivations are identified regulation and intrinsic motivation.
Pearson correlations were computed between the individual transformational leadership
behaviors and the individual autonomous motivations. See Table 12 for Pearson correlations
among all individual transformational leadership behaviors and all individual autonomous
motivations.
With respect to Research Question 1, Hypothesis 1, significant correlations were found
between all five transformational leadership behaviors within the transformational leadership
subgroup at p < .01. Within the autonomous motivation subgroup, significant correlations were
found between the two autonomous motivations of identified regulation and intrinsic
motivation at (r = 0.558, p < .05).
Additionally, study results show significant correlations between several of the
individual transformational leadership behaviors and individual autonomous motivations.
Idealized attributes had a statistically significant correlation with identified regulation (r = .264,

78
p < .01) and a weak but statistically significant relationship with intrinsic motivation (r = .174,
p < .05). Idealized behaviors had a moderate statistically significant relationship with identified
regulation (r = .240, p < .01) but did not have a statistically significant relationship with
5X) and Individual Autonomous Motivation (MWMS) Variables intrinsic motivation (r = .149,
p > .05). Inspirational motivation did not have a statistically significant relationship with
identified motivation (r = .183, p > .05) or with intrinsic motivation (r = .127, p > .05).
Intellectual stimulation also did not have a statistically significant relationship at p < .05 with
either identified regulation or intrinsic motivation. Finally, individual consideration had a weak
but statistically significant relationship with identified regulation (r = .168, p < .05) but a
nonstatistically significant relationship with intrinsic motivation (r = .163, p >. 05).

Table 12
Pearson Correlations Among Individual Transformational Leadership Behaviors (MLQ Form
Variables

Idealized
attributes
------

Idealized
behaviors

Idealized
behaviors

.849**

------

Inspirational
motivation

.848**

.882**

------

Intellectual
stimulation

.789**

.778**

.758**

------

Individualized
consideration

.778**

.698**

.672**

.779**

------

Identified
regulation

.264**

.240**

.183*

.159

.168*

------

Intrinsic
motivation

.174*

.149

.127

.103

.163

.558*

Idealized
attributes

Note. *p < .05; ** p < .01.

Inspirational
motivation

Intellectual
stimulation

Individualized
consideration

Identified
regulation

Intrinsic
motivation

------
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Pearson correlations were also calculated for total transformational leadership behaviors
and total autonomous motivation. The results support Hypothesis 1 and show transformational
leadership behaviors have a weak but positive and statistically significant relationship (r = .206,
p < .05) with the autonomous motivation. See Table 13 for the correlation matrix for all study
subgroup variables.

Table 13
Pearson Correlations Among All Subgroup Study Variables from the MLQ Form 5X, MWMS,
and JSS
Subgroup Study
Variables

Transformational
leadership
behaviors
------

Transactional
leadership
behaviors

Transactional
leadership
behavior

.613**

------

Passive/avoidant
leadership
behavior

-.648**

-.343**

------

Controlled
motivation

.078

.158

.103

------

Autonomous
motivation

.206*

.299**

-.093

.163*

------

Job satisfaction

.640**

.450**

-.560**

.010

.389**

Transformational
leadership
behavior

Passive/avoidant
leadership
behaviors

Controlled
motivations

Autonomous
motivations

Job
satisfaction

------

Note. *p < .05; ** p < .01.

Hypothesis 2: There will be a positive relationship between principal transactional leadership
practices and teachers’ controlled motivation. - Not Supported
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Further analyses of this study’s data were conducted to answer Research Question 1,
Hypothesis 2. Pearson correlations were calculated to test for significant relationships between
individual transactional leadership behaviors and individual controlled motivations. In addition,
Pearson correlations were calculated to test for significant relationships between the individual
transactional leadership behaviors and total controlled motivation. Results are displayed in
Tables 14 and 15.

Table 14
Pearson Correlations Between All Individual Transactional Leadership Behaviors (MLQ Form
5X) and Individual Controlled Motivation (MWMS) Variables
Variables

Contingent
reward

Contingent reward

------

Management by
exception-active

-.069

------

Extrinsic
regulation-social

.054

.150

------

Extrinsic
.102
Regulation-material

.094

.531**

------.

Introjected

--.027

.249**

.295**

.125

Management
by exception
- active

Extrinsic
regulation social

Extrinsic
regulation material

Introjected

------

Note. *p < .05; **p < .01.

Based on the results of this study, the transactional leadership behaviors of the
contingent reward and management by exception-active factors have a negative relationship
and were not significantly correlated at (r = -.069, p > .05). Relationships among the controlled
motivations of introjected regulation, extrinsic regulation-material, and extrinsic regulation-
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social were positive and significantly correlated at p < .01. However, there were no statistically
significant correlations found between the transactional leadership behaviors of contingent
reward and management by exception-active and the individual controlled motivations.

Table 15
Pearson Correlations of All Individual Transactional Leadership Behaviors (MLQ Form 5X)
and Total Controlled Motivation (MWMS) Variables
Variables

Management
by exception
- active

Contingent
reward

Management by
exception - active

------

Contingent reward

-.094

------

Total controlled
motivation

-.065

.115

Total
controlled
motivation

------

Note. *p < .05; ** p < .01.

Pearson correlations were also calculated between contingent reward, management by
exception-active, and total controlled motivation (see Table 15). Results show no significant
correlations among the variables. Therefore, Hypothesis 2 is not supported by the data in this
study.
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Research Question 2

Research Question 2: How do principal leadership behaviors relate to teacher job satisfaction?

Hypothesis 3: Principal transformational leadership behaviors will relate positively to teacher
job satisfaction. - Supported

First, to address Research Question 2, Hypothesis 3, correlations were computed
between total transformational leadership behaviors and total job satisfaction. See Table 13 for
the correlation matrix for all study subgroup variables. Based on the results of this study, the
relationship between total transformational leadership behaviors and total job satisfaction is
positive and statistically significant (r = .640, p < .000). See Table 13. Therefore, the data in
this study supports Hypothesis 3.

Hypothesis 4: Principal transactional leadership behaviors will relate negatively to teacher job
satisfaction. - Not Supported

Next, to answer Research Question 2, Hypothesis 4, Pearson correlations were
computed between contingent reward, management by exception-active, and total job
satisfaction (Table 16). Based on the results of this study, the relationship between contingent
reward and total job satisfaction was positive and significantly correlated (r = .656, p < .000).
The relationship between management by exception-active and total job satisfaction was
negative but not significantly correlated (r = -.056, p > .05). Finally, because transactional
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leadership behaviors were not statistically and negatively related to total job satisfaction, the
data in this study do not support Hypothesis 4.

Research Question 3

Research Question 3: Does teacher motivation mediate the relationship between principal
leadership behaviors and teacher job satisfaction?

Table 16
Pearson Correlations of All Individual Transactional Leadership Behaviors (MLQ Form 5X)
and Total Job Satisfaction (JSS) Variables
Variables

Management
by exception
- active

Contingent
reward

Management by
exception - active

------

Contingent
reward

-.094

------

Total job
satisfaction

.056

.656**

Total job
satisfaction

------

Note. *p < .05; ** p < .01.

Hypothesis 5: Autonomous motivation in teachers will mediate the relationship between
transformational leadership behaviors of the principal and teacher job satisfaction. –
Not Supported
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A mediation analysis was used to investigate the hypothesis that autonomous
motivation in teachers mediates the relationship between total transformational leadership
behaviors of the principal and teacher job satisfaction. As Figure 2 illustrates, the association
between the independent variable (total transformational leadership behaviors) and the
mediator (total autonomous motivation) is M = 0.22, SE = 0.09, in this linear model. The
association between the mediator (total autonomous motivation) and the dependent variable
(total job satisfaction) is M = 0.18, SE = 0.05. Significance of the indirect effect between total
transformational leadership behaviors and total job satisfaction as mediated by total
autonomous motivation was tested using the Sobel test (Hayes, 2012). Bootstrapping was used
for obtaining p-values because it is more reliable with small sample sizes than Sobel’s approach
(Efron, 1992). Unstandardized indirect effects were computed for each of the 134 samples, and
the 95% confidence interval was computed by determining the indirect effects at the 2.5 and
97.5 percentiles. The indirect effect between transformational leadership behaviors and job
satisfaction with autonomous motivation acting as a mediator was c′ = 0.039, p = .08. The
results of the study show the indirect effect is significant at the 10% level but not at the 5%
level. Therefore, Hypothesis 5 is found not to be supported by the data.
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Autonomous
Motivation
0.18 (0.05)

0.22 (0.09)

Transformational
Leadership

c′ 0.039

Teacher Job
Satisfaction

Figure 2. Mediation model for autonomous motivation.

Hypothesis 6: Controlled motivation in teachers will mediate the relationship between
transactional leadership behaviors of the principal and teacher job satisfaction. –
Not Supported

A mediation analysis was used to investigate the hypothesis that controlled motivation
in teachers will mediate the relationship between transactional leadership behaviors of the
principal and teacher job satisfaction. As Figure 3 illustrates, the association between the
independent variable of transactional leadership behaviors and the mediator (total controlled
motivation) is M = 0.32, SE = 0.17, in this linear model. The association between the mediator
(total controlled motivation) and the dependent variable (total job satisfaction) is M = -0.05, SE
= 0.04. Significance of the indirect effect between transactional leadership behaviors and job
satisfaction as mediated by controlled motivation was tested using the Sobel test (Hayes, 2012).
Bootstrapping was used for obtaining p-values because it is more reliable with small sample
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sizes than Sobel’s approach (Efron, 1992). Unstandardized indirect effects were computed for
each of the 134 samples, and the 95% confidence interval was computed by determining the
indirect effects at the 2.5 and 97.5 percentiles. The indirect effect between total transactional
leadership behaviors and total job satisfaction with total controlled motivation acting as a
mediator is c′ = 0.16, p = .29. The results of the study show the indirect effect between
transactional leadership behaviors and job satisfaction with controlled motivation acting as the
mediator is not significant.

Additional Findings

Although this study does not have research questions related to the relationship between
this study’s primary variables and total passive/avoidant leadership behaviors, the MLQ Form
5X measured this variable. An examination of study results provides useful data to principals
on the negative relationship between total passive/avoidant leadership behaviors and teachers’
total job satisfaction. Passive/avoidant leadership behaviors include management by exceptionpassive and laissez-faire. Principals who exhibit the behavior of management by exceptionpassive avoid identifying solutions to problems and fail to clarify goals. Laissez-faire
leadership is the lack of any leadership at all (Bass & Avolio, 1997).
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Controlled
Motivation
0.32 (0.17)

Transformational
Leadership

-0.05 (0.04)

c′ 0.016

Teacher Job
Satisfaction

Figure 3. Mediation model for controlled motivation.

Results show the mean score for total passive/avoidant leadership (M = 2.18, SD = 0.91)
is lower than the mean score for total transformational leadership behaviors (M = 3.64, SD=
0.89) and total transactional leadership behaviors (M = 3.05, SD = .063; see Tables 8, 9, and
10). In addition, total passive/avoidant leadership behaviors have a negative and statistically
significant relationship with total transformational leadership (r = -.648, p < .05) and total
transactional leadership behaviors (r = -.343, p < .05). Finally, total passive/avoidant leadership
behaviors have a negative but statistically significant relationship with total job satisfaction (r =
-.586, p < .01; see Table 13). Results indicate principals should avoid using passive/avoidant
leadership behaviors in order to prevent low job satisfaction in teachers.

CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION

Introduction

Over the last 25 years, U.S. public schools have undergone many rounds of school
reform with the end goal of making teachers and administrators more accountable for student
performance. These educational reforms, with their focus on teacher and principal
accountability for student performance, have caused many principals to look towards a new
leadership model that will help them raise student achievement and better motivate teachers
(Hallinger, 2003; Leithwood & Jantzi, 2000). This paradigm shift in the principal leadership
model began a movement from a controlling instructional leadership style to a leadership
model that focuses on transformational leadership behaviors (Bass, 1985; Bass & Avolio, 1997;
Bono & Judge, 2003).
To date, much research deals with leadership behaviors (Bass, 1985; Bass and Avolio,
1997; Burns, 1978; Leithwood, 1994) and the effect these behaviors have on leaders’ followers.
Deci’s (1975) and Deci and Ryan’s (1985, 2000) research found that specific leadership
behaviors can support or thwart the creation of autonomous or controlled motivation in
individual experiences. In addition, a greater sense of autonomy at work has also been
associated with higher levels of job satisfaction (Bogler, 2001; Hall et al., 1992). However, few
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studies examine the relationship between principal leadership styles and their association with
various types of teacher motivation and job satisfaction (Eyal & Roth, 2011).
This study was designed to add to the body of scholarly work related to principal
leadership behaviors and their relationship to teacher motivation and teacher job satisfaction.
The remainder of Chapter 5 explores study findings for each of the three research questions and
their supporting six hypotheses. In addition, study limitations and areas for future research are
discussed. Finally, the implications of this study’s findings for leadership behaviors and their
relationship to teacher motivation and job satisfaction will be explored.

Study Findings

In this study, I sought to identify the relationships between transformational and
transactional leadership behaviors, job satisfaction, and type of motivation (autonomous or
controlled motivation) experienced by teachers. Additionally, I investigated whether
autonomous or controlled motivation mediates the relationship between the leadership
behaviors and job satisfaction.
Descriptive statistics and Pearson correlations for this study’s primary variables were
used to answer the research questions and supporting hypotheses. All variables, research
questions, and hypotheses were grounded in the FRL theory (Bass, 1985; Bass & Avolio, 1997)
and SDT (Deci & Ryan, 2000) and based on studies on leadership behaviors’ effect on
motivation in individual experiences (Bono & Judge, 2003; Deci & Ryan, 2000; Eyal & Roth,
2011).
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Principal Leadership Behaviors and Teacher Motivation

Research Question 1 asked how principal leadership behaviors relate to teacher
motivation. I predicted a positive relationship between principal transformational leadership
behaviors and a teacher’s autonomous motivation. I also predicted a positive relationship
between principal transactional leadership behaviors and a teacher’s controlled motivation.
To test Hypothesis 1, I used Pearson correlational data to examine relationships
between the individual transformational leadership behaviors and individual autonomous
motivations. In addition, I used Pearson correlational data to examine relationships between
total transformational leadership behaviors and total autonomous motivation. Significant
relationships were found among many of the individual transformational leadership behaviors
and autonomous motivations. A positive and significant relationship was also found between
total transformational leadership behaviors and total autonomous motivation. These results
confirm the findings of Eyal and Roth (2011) and Bono and Judge (2003), who found positive
correlations between transformational leadership behaviors and autonomous motivation.
Study results indicate principals who engage teachers through transformational
leadership behaviors create a work environment that supports teachers’ autonomous
motivation. Eyal and Roth (2011) found that transformational leadership behaviors create
opportunities for teachers to be part of the decision-making process and allow them to make
choices about how job tasks will be completed (Bass, 1985; Bass & Avolio, 1997). When
principals allow teachers to have choices about how job tasks will be completed, those choices
become an integral part of who teachers are and support autonomous motivation (Gagne &
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Deci, 2005). This relationship is an important finding that should guide the creation of
professional development and training for principals looking for leadership behaviors that
support teachers’ autonomous motivation. In addition, Leithwood (1994) suggested that
transformational leadership behaviors, such as developing a collaborative decision-making
process with teachers, not only supports autonomous motivation but offers our best hope for
sustaining important school reforms.
In Hypothesis 2, I predicted a positive relationship between principal transactional
leadership behaviors and teachers’ controlled motivation. Contrary to that prediction in
Hypothesis 2, neither the contingent reward nor the management by exception-active factor
related positively with the individual controlled motivations or total controlled motivation.
Study results do not support previous research by Eyal and Roth (2011) that showed a positive,
significant relationship between transactional leadership behaviors and controlled motivation.
Study results are also contrary to SDT that indicates contingent rewards are internalized by
individuals as controlling and therefore should have a positive relationship with controlled
motivation. However, Deci (1971) found that although tangible contingent rewards are often
experienced as controlling, positive verbal rewards can support autonomous motivation in
individuals. Furthermore, in this study, items for the contingent reward factor used positive
verbal rewards statements. Therefore, it is not surprising that contingent reward did not relate
positively with controlled motivation in the current study.
Study findings, along with research by Deci (1971), indicate that use of contingent
rewards by principals, which include positive verbal statements, can create an environment that
supports teacher autonomy. This finding is also supported by the FRL theory (Bass & Avolio,
1997), which states that successful leaders rely mainly on transformational leadership behaviors
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to motivate and inspire others while using the transactional leadership behavior of contingent
reward to maintain a daily environment that supports teacher autonomy.
Finally, the management by exception-active factor has also been shown to predict
controlled motivation in teachers (Bass, 1985; Eyal & Roth, 2011; Finnigan, 2010). Contrary to
my previous prediction, I did not find a statistically significant relationship between
management by exception-active and controlled motivation. This lack of relationship could be
due to other covariates or independent variables, such as gender, age, grade level taught or
school setting having an effect on the relationship.

Principal Leadership Behaviors and Teacher Job Satisfaction

Research Question 2 examined the relationship among principal leadership behaviors
and teacher job satisfaction. In Hypothesis 3, I predicted transformational leadership behaviors
would relate positively to job satisfaction. In Hypothesis 4, I predicted transactional leadership
behaviors would relate negatively to job satisfaction. Results of this study show a significant,
positive relationship between transformational leadership behaviors and job satisfaction,
confirming Hypothesis 3. In addition, contingent reward has a strong positive and significant
relationship with job satisfaction, but management by exception-active was not significantly
related to job satisfaction.
Regarding Hypothesis 3, results also support the findings of Bono and Judge (2003) that
showed a strong positive relationship between transformational leadership behaviors and high
levels of job satisfaction. This finding, along with findings in the literature (Bass, 1985; Bono
& Judge, 2003; Eyal & Roth, 2011; Leithwood et al., 1999), indicates job satisfaction is
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strongly related to transformational leadership behaviors. I believe this study’s results support
the need for professional development opportunities that teach principals about the benefits of
transformational leadership behaviors. In addition to teaching principals about the benefits of
transformational leadership behaviors, it would be beneficial to begin to train principals to
exhibit those behaviors in a day-to-day school setting. By developing a program where
principals could implement transformational leadership behaviors into their school day through
the help of a mentor, these practices could become a permanent part of a principal’s leadership
style.
This is important because historically principals have been trained to be the
instructional leaders of their schools. As the instructional leader, a principal creates, designs, or
implements educational programs that teachers then must execute with little to no input of their
own (Hallinger, 2003). According to SDT, such a principal leadership model creates controlled
motivation in teachers (Deci & Ryan, 2000). Eyal and Roth (2011) found that teachers who
experienced controlled motivation at work also reported low levels of job satisfaction. To date,
much of the current professional development has been designed to help support the principal
as the instructional leader of the school. However, with the current demand for school
accountability and the consistent push for school reform, principals need to move past merely
being the instructional leaders of schools. Principals need to engage in leadership behaviors that
support autonomous motivation in teachers and create higher levels of job satisfaction
(Leithwood, 1994). Study results and previous research (Bass, 1985; Bono & Judge, 2003)
show that transformational leadership behaviors in principals are capable of creating this.
Future professional development for principals needs to focus on building transformational
leadership behaviors. This will assist principals in meeting the increasing demands of school
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reform while creating a workplace where teachers have input, feel valued, and want to work
(Leithwood et al., 1999).
However, contrary to what I predicted in Hypothesis 4, study results show that the
transactional leadership behaviors of contingent reward and management by exception-active
are not negatively related to total job satisfaction. Instead, the contingent reward factor has a
positive, significant relationship with total job satisfaction. Moreover, the management by
exception-active factor was not related to job satisfaction.
Research by Bass and Avolio (1997) supports my findings. Bass and Avolio found that
contingent reward is related to higher levels of job satisfaction, but management by exceptionactive is not. Leithwood et al. (1999) also confirmed this finding through a meta-analysis of the
literature which shows contingent rewards that are verbal and viewed as positive improve
employee job satisfaction. These results are contrary to Bogler’s (2001) study that found that
transactional leadership behaviors have a significantly negative relationship to job satisfaction.
However, Bogler (2001) did not separate the two transactional leadership behaviors of
contingent reward and management by exception-active. Instead, Bogler used the total
transactional leadership scale that this study discarded due to issues with item wording and low
reliability. This may be one explanation for the different findings between Bolger’s study and
the current study. Another potential variable that could cause a difference in results is that
Bolger’s study had a much larger sample that produced 754 usable surveys compared to this
study’s much smaller sample that produced 154 usable surveys. In addition, Bogler’s study
took place in Israel, so cultural, religious, and gender differences in the samples of the two
studies may account for differing results. The cultural, religious, and gender differences
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between Bogler’s study and mine may also affect how both samples perceived transactional
leadership behaviors and their relationship to job satisfaction.
Additionally, Bogler’s (2001) study and my study used the MLQ Form 5X to measure
perceived leadership behaviors, but we used different scales to measure job satisfaction.
Bogler’s study used a survey created by Tarabeth (1995) that measures four areas of teachers’
job satisfaction and has been used only in one previous study. Although Tarabeth’s job
satisfaction survey has been tested and is shown to have validity and reliability, its limited use
in research does not allow it to generalize to as many fields of study as the JSS survey used in
this study (Spector, 1985). The JSS measures nine areas of job satisfaction and gives a total job
satisfaction score. In addition, it has been administered for the last 31 years across all
industries, with the data from each administration being sent to the author of the survey for
further validity and reliability purposes. The difference between the two job satisfaction
surveys, the fact that each study measured different variables of transactional leadership
behaviors, and the difference in population demographics may all contribute to the conflicting
results found in Bogler’s (2001) and my study.

Mediation Analyses

Research Question 3 examined whether teacher motivation mediates principal
leadership behaviors and teachers’ job satisfaction. In Hypothesis 5, I predicted autonomous
motivation would mediate the relationship between a principal’s transformational leadership
behaviors and teachers’ job satisfaction.
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Study results show autonomous motivation did not mediate the relationship between
transformational leadership behaviors and job satisfaction. A mediation analysis shows a trend
toward significance (at the 10% level). Although this mediation was not at the level of
significance required by this study, it shows a relationship worthy of further examination.
A possible reason for this mediation trending towards significance is that total
transformational leadership behaviors, total autonomous motivation, and total job satisfaction
all cover a broad array of behaviors, with each category having several individual behaviors,
motivations, and types of job satisfaction within them. It may be that further analyses of
individual behaviors, motivations, and types of job satisfaction may show significant
relationships between them that the broader analysis conducted in this study did not. There is
potential that a specific individual transformational leadership behavior may have a statistically
significant relationship with a specific type of job satisfaction that would be mediated by an
individual type of autonomous motivation.
In Hypothesis 6, I predicted controlled motivation in teachers would mediate the
relationship between transactional leadership behaviors and job satisfaction. Study results did
not support Hypothesis 6. The results were contrary to the research of Eyal and Roth (2011),
who found through a mediation analysis that transactional leadership behaviors of a principal
were positively correlated with controlled motivation. Research by Bass and Avolio (1997) and
Deci and Ryan (2000) support the idea that controlled motivation mediates the relationship
between a principal’s transactional leadership behaviors and low levels of teacher job
satisfaction. Contrary to the literature, previous research (Bogler, 2001; Eyal & Roth, 2011;
Hall et al., 1992), and the predictions of this study, I found no evidence that indicates total
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controlled motivation mediates the relationship between transactional leadership behaviors and
total job satisfaction.

Limitations and Future Directions

Although this study adds to the body of research on a principal’s leadership behaviors
and their relationship to teachers’ motivation and job satisfaction, several limitations should be
noted. In regards to the data collection, there may have been an issue with survey fatigue
among participants within the sample. The instruments in this study were generally long and
took approximately 25 minutes to complete. The length of time it took to complete may have
played a role in the large number of respondents who started the survey but quit before
completion. In addition, when I examined the partially completed surveys, many respondents
completed the first two instruments and then dropped out before starting the third. It is my
belief that the length of the survey was the cause of this study’s small sample.
The exact number of teachers who received the email link to this survey is unknown,
but it is estimated to be near 1,000 individuals. Two hundred thirty-two respondents started the
survey, but only 157 completed the survey. The result of this drop off may have created a
sample that lacked diversity in the areas of race, gender, and school setting: urban, suburban,
and rural. Furthermore, the small sample size may have introduced a greater degree of
statistical bias than is ideal. Future studies should look for ways to reduce survey fatigue,
increase the number of respondents in the sample, and have a more diverse sample from which
to gather data.
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Another set of limitations is found in the type of data I used in this study. This study
relied on self-reporting for all outcome variables. Although a teacher’s perceptions of a
principal’s leadership behaviors are important, it would add more depth to the study to also
have principals self-rate their own leadership behaviors for comparison.
Future studies examining transformational and transactional leadership behaviors in the
field of education might design a survey to measure these variables specifically in an
educational setting. Although the survey I used to measure transformational and transactional
leadership is used across many industries, it was originally designed for the military and
adapted later to be used in the private sector. Public education is a unique field, and often
principals’ leadership behaviors have many external influences and imposed limitations that are
unique to the field of education.
Finally, this study looked at the relationships between the primary variables on a large
scale. Instead of examining each individual transformational or transactional leadership
behavior and its relationship to each individual autonomous and controlled motivation and its
effect on each type of job satisfaction, this study focused on the bigger picture. Further research
needs to focus on the types of relationships and effects each individual leadership behavior,
individual type of motivation, and individual type of job satisfaction may have on one another.
This would allow school principals to have a better understanding of the relationship that
specific types of leadership behaviors have on certain types of motivations and job satisfaction.
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Implications

The results of this study offer several important contributions to the understanding of
principal leadership behaviors, the behaviors’ relationship to teacher motivation, and their
effect on teacher job satisfaction. Additionally, principals and principal training programs will
benefit from a clearer understanding of how specific leadership behaviors can create a work
environment that supports or thwarts specific types of motivations in teachers.
Furthermore, this study gives principals and principal training programs important data
on the effect specific leadership behaviors can have on a teacher’s level of job satisfaction.
Study results indicate that principals who engage in transformational leadership behaviors have
teachers who report experiencing autonomous motivation and overall job satisfaction. I believe
these findings encourage the creation of professional development that will train principals in
leadership behaviors that support autonomous motivation in teachers and increase teacher job
satisfaction. The indication is that teachers who enjoy their jobs and have autonomy in certain
job tasks are better prepared to meet the ongoing demands of school reform policies and
increased accountability.
In addition, results indicate transformational leadership behaviors of a principal and
teachers’ job satisfaction may be mediated by autonomous motivation. More research into this
area needs to be conducted, but there is strong support from previous research and some
indication, although weak, in this study that indicate this may be happening. If this is shown to
be true, then identifying those specific transformational leadership behaviors that support
teacher autonomy is essential in the support of teacher job satisfaction.
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Although transformational leadership behaviors were shown to support autonomy and
job satisfaction in teachers, the transactional leadership behavior of management by exceptionactive did not. Although I predicted this, the finding of the transactional leadership behavior of
contingent reward having a positive relationship to teacher autonomy and job satisfaction was
not predicted. Study results indicate that when principals use the transactional leadership
behavior of contingent reward that includes positive verbal praise, it supports teacher autonomy
and job satisfaction. This finding supports the core beliefs of the FRL theory discussed in
earlier chapters and on which I based much of this study. FRL theory states that a successful
principal uses transformational leadership behaviors to inspire and motivate teachers and uses
transactional leadership behaviors such as contingent reward to manage the day-to-day support
teachers require. Both the literature and the results of this study support this concept.

Conclusions

Finally, based on study results, principals will benefit from professional development
that focuses on developing transformational leadership behaviors, that support autonomous
motivation in teachers. In addition, results show that the transactional leadership behavior of
contingent reward has a positive effect on teacher job satisfaction, when it is used in the correct
way and under the right circumstances. If principals can engage their staffs in the right
combination of transformational and transactional leadership behaviors, they can create an
environment that supports teacher autonomy and produces higher levels of job satisfaction.
Teachers who experience a high level of autonomy and have high levels of job satisfaction
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while at work will be better prepared to meet the challenges and stresses that are part of modern
school reform and increased accountability.
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX A
LEADERSHIP, MOTIVATION, AND JOB SATISFACTION SURVEY
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This is a research study examining the relationships between principal leadership, teacher motivation, and teacher job
satisfaction. This survey is broken down into three separate parts. Please take your time in answering all parts of the survey. All
personal information and answers gathered through this survey is anonymous and confidential. Thank you for participating in
this study and if you have any questions please contact me at tlind1297@gmail.com.

Q35
I agree to participate in this research study.



Yes



No
If No Is Selected, Then Skip To End of Survey Skip Logic

Q33
Are you currently a certified teacher in the state you teach in?



Yes



No
If No Is Selected, Then Skip To End of Survey Skip Logic

Q27
What is your gender?



Female



Male

Q23
What is your race?



Asian or Pacific Islander



Black/African American



Hispanic/Latino



Native American



White/Caucasian



Other

Q29
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How old are you?



21-25



26-34



35-54



55 +

Q31
How long have you been teaching?



0-5 years



6-11 years



12- 17 years



18 -22



Over 22 years

Q32
Please indicate below the teaching grade level that best describes your current teaching assignment.



Pre-Kindergarten



Kindergarten - 2nd grade



3rd grade - 5th grade



6th grade - 8th grade



9th grade - 12th grade

Q24
Please indicate which choice best matches the geographical location of your school district.



Urban



Suburban



Rural
Page Break

Q1
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This questionnaire is used to describe the leadership style of your current principal as you perceive it. Answer all items on this
answer sheet. If an item is irrelevant, or if you are unsure or do not know the answer, leave the answer blank. Please answer
this questionnaire anonymously.

Q2
Important (necessary for processing): Which best describes you?



I am at a higher organizational level than the person I am rating.



The person I am rating is at my organizational level.



I am at a lower organizational level than the person I am rating.



Other than the above.

Q3
Ten descriptive statements are listed below. Judge how frequently each statement fits the person you are describing. Use the
following rating scale:
The person I am rating...
Not at all
Provides me
with
assistance in
exchange for
my efforts
Re-examines
critical
assumptions
to question
whether they
are
appropriate
Fails to
interfere until
problems
become
serious
Focuses
attention on
irregularities,
mistakes,
exceptions,
and
deviations
from
standards
Avoids
getting
involved
when

Once in a while

Sometimes

Fairly Often

Frequently, if not
always
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Not at all

Once in a while

Sometimes

Fairly Often

Frequently, if not
always

important
issues arise
*Talks about
his/her most
important
values and
beliefs
Is absent
when needed
*Seeks
differing
perspectives
when solving
problems
*Talks
optimistically
about the
future
*Instills
pride in me
for being
associated
with him/her

Q11
Ten descriptive statements are listed below. Judge how frequently each statement fits the person you are describing. Use the
following rating scale:
The person I am rating...
Not at all
Discusses in
specific terms
who is
responsible for
achieving
performance
targets
Waits for
things to go
wrong before
taking action
*Talks
enthusiastically
about what
needs to be
accomplished
*Specifies the
importance of

Once in a while

Sometimes

Fairly Often

Frequently, if not
always

115
Not at all

Once in a while

Sometimes

Fairly Often

Frequently, if not
always

having a strong
sense of
purpose
*Spends time
teaching and
coaching
Makes clear
what one can
expect to
receive when
performance
goals are
achieved
Shows that
he/she is a firm
believer in “If
it ain’t broke,
don’t fix it.”
*Goes beyond
self-interest for
the good of the
group
*Treats me as
an individual
rather than just
as a member of
a group
Demonstrates
that problems
must become
chronic before
taking action

Q12
Ten descriptive statements are listed below. Judge how frequently each statement fits the person you are describing. Use the
following rating scale:
The person I am rating...
Not at all
*Acts in
ways that
builds my
respect
Concentrates
his/her full
attention on
dealing with
mistakes,

Once in a while

Sometimes

Fairly Often

Frequently, if not
always
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Not at all

Once in a while

Sometimes

Fairly Often

Frequently, if not
always

complaints,
and failures
*Considers
the moral and
ethical
consequences
of decisions
Keeps track
of all
mistakes
*Displays a
sense of
power and
confidence
*Articulates
a compelling
vision of the
future
Directs my
attention
toward
failures to
meet
standards
Avoids
making
decisions
*Considers
me as having
different
needs,
abilities, and
aspirations
from others
*Gets me to
look at
problems
from many
different
angles

Q13
Ten descriptive statements are listed below. Judge how frequently each statement fits the person you are describing. Use the
following rating scale:
The person I am rating...
Not at all

Once in a while

Sometimes

Fairly Often

Frequently, if not
always
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Not at all
*Helps me to
develop my
strengths
*Suggests
new ways of
looking at
how to
complete
assignments
Delays
responding to
urgent
questions
*Emphasizes
the
importance of
having a
collective
sense of
mission
Expresses
satisfaction
when I meet
expectations
*Expresses
confidence
that goals will
be achieved
Is effective in
meeting my
job-related
needs
Uses methods
of leadership
that are
satisfyingUses
methods of
leadership
that are
satisfying
Gets me to do
more than I
expected to do
Is effective in
representing
me to higher
authority

Q14

Once in a while

Sometimes

Fairly Often

Frequently, if not
always
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Five descriptive statements are listed below. Judge how frequently each statement fits the person you are describing. Use the
following rating scale:
The person I am rating...
Not at all

Once in a while

Sometimes

Fairly Often

Frequently, if not
always

Works with
me in a
satisfactory
way
Heightens my
desire to
succeed
Is effective in
meeting
organizational
requirements
Increases my
willingness to
try harder
Leads a group
that is
effective
Page Break

Q15
Using the descriptive statements below, respond to each of them using the following prompt:
Why do you put efforts into your current job?
Not at all

very little

a little

moderately

strongly

very
strongly

completely

I don't, because I really feel I'm
wasting my time at work.
I do little because I don't think this
work is worth putting efforts into.
I don'r know why I am doing this
job, it's pointless work.

Q18
Using the descriptive statements below, respond to each of them using the following prompt:
Why do you put efforts into your current job?
Not at all
To get
others'
approval
(e.g.,
supervisor,

very little

a little

moderately

strongly

very strongly

completely
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Not at all

very little

a little

moderately

strongly

very strongly

completely

very strongly

completely

colleagues,
family,
clients...)
Because
others will
respect me
more (e.g.,
supervisor,
colleagues,
family,
clients...)
To avoid
being
criticized
by others
(e.g.,
supervisor,
colleagues,
family,
clients...)

Q19
Using the descriptive statements below, respond to each of them using the following prompt:
Why do you put efforts into your current job?
Not at all
Because
others will
reward me
financially
only if I put
enough
effort in my
job (e.g.,
employer,
supervisor...)
Because
others offer
greater job
security if I
put enough
effort in to
my job (e.g.,
employer,
supervisor...)
Because I
risk losing
my job if I
don't put
enough
effort in it.

Q20

very little

a little

moderately

strongly
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Using the descriptive statements below, respond to each of them using the following prompt:
Why do you put efforts into your current job?
Not at all

very little

a little

moderately

strongly

very strongly

completely

very strongly

completely

Because
I have to
prove to
myself
that I
can.
Because
it makes
me feel
proud of
myself.
Because
otherwise
I will feel
ashamed
of
myself.
Because
otherwise
I will feel
bad
about
myself.

Q22
Using the descriptive statements below, respond to each of them using the following prompt:
Why do you put efforts into your current job?
Not at all
Because I
personally
consider it
important
to put
efforts in
this job.
Because
putting
efforts in
this job
aligns with
my
personal
values.
Because
putting

very little

a little

moderately

strongly
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Not at all

very little

a little

moderately

strongly

very strongly

completely

very strongly

completely

efforts in
this job has
personal
significance
to me.

Q24
Using the descriptive statements below, respond to each of them using the following prompt:
Why do you put efforts into your current job?
Not at all

very little

a little

moderately

strongly

Because I
fun doing
my job.
Because
what I do
in my
work is
exciting.
Because
the work I
do
interesting.
Page Break

Q25
Please click on the answer for each question that comes closest to reflecting your opinion about it.
Disagree very
much
I feel I am be
paid a fair
amount for the
work I do.
There is really
too little chance
for promotion on
my job.
My supervisor is
quite competent
in doing his/her
job.
I am not
satisfied with the
benefits I
receive.
When I do a
good job, I
receive the

Disagree
Moderately

Disagree
slightly

Agree slightly

Agree
moderatley

Agree very
much
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Disagree very
much
recognition for it
that I should
receive.
Many of our
rules and
procedures make
doing a good job
difficult.
I like the people
I work with.
I sometimes feel
my job is
meaningless.
Communications
seem good
within this
organization.
Raises are too
few and far
between.
Those who do
well on the job
stand a fair
chance of being
promoted.
My supervisor is
unfair to me.
The benefits we
receive are as
good as most
other
organizations
offer.
I do not feel that
the work I do is
appreciated.
My efforts to do
a good job are
seldom blocked
by red tape.
I find I have to
work harder at
my job because
of the
incompetence of
people I work
with.
I like doing the
things I do at
work.

Disagree
Moderately

Disagree
slightly

Agree slightly

Agree
moderatley

Agree very
much
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Disagree very
much

Disagree
Moderately

Disagree
slightly

Agree slightly

Agree
moderatley

Agree very
much

The goals of this
organization are
not clear to me.

Q26
Please click on the answer for each question that comes closest to reflecting your opinion about it.
Disagree very
much
I feel
unappreciated
by the
organization
when I think
about what
they pay me.
There is
really too
little chance
for promotion
on my
job.People
get ahead as
fast here as
they do in
other places.
My
supervisor
shows too
little interest
in the
feelings of
subordinates.
I am not
satisfied with
the benefits I
receive.The
benefit
package we
have is
equitable.
There are few
rewards for
those who
work here.
I have too
much to do at
work.
I enjoy my
coworkers.

Disagree
Moderately

Disagree
slightly

Agree slightly

Agree
moderatley

Agree very
much
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Disagree very
much

Disagree
Moderately

Disagree
slightly

Agree slightly

Agree
moderatley

Agree very
much

I often feel
that I do not
know what is
going on with
the
organization.
I feel a sense
of pride in
doing my
job..
I feel
satisfied with
my chances
for salary
increases.
There are
benefits we
do not have
which we
should have.
I like my
supervisor.
I have too
much
paperwork.
I don't feel
my efforts are
rewarded the
way they
should be.
I am satisfied
with my
chances for
promotion.
There is too
much
bickering and
fighting at
work.
My job is
enjoyable.
Work
assignments
are not fully
explained.
Page Break
Minimize Block
Add

APPENDIX B
INTRODUCTORY LETTER TO SUPERINTENDENTS REGARDING DISTRICT
PARTICIPATION
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Dear Superintendent,
I am a current doctoral candidate at Northern Illinois University, and I am seeking your
approval to include your district's certified teachers as participants in my study. The study is
examining the relationships between principal leadership styles, teacher motivation, and teacher
job satisfaction. By agreeing to allow your certified teachers to be part of the study, they would
receive an email from me with an embedded link that would take them to the survey. All
participants would have the option to also not take the survey. Participation would be
completely voluntary, and all data collected will be anonymous and confidential.
Thank you for your consideration,

Thomas Lind, Ed.S.
Principal
Richmond-Burton Community High School
815-678-7581

